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1. Introduction 
 
The subject of this thesis is the use of the cleft construction in English and Norwegian. 
These languages employ a formally similar construction to focus a sentence element, but the 
use of the construction is not always identical. The analysis is carried out on English and 
Norwegian translations of Czech texts. The main aim of this thesis is to identify and analyse 
possible types of motivation for the use of the cleft construction. The studied types of 
motivation are the FSP, textual and syntactic motivation. The analysis of the FSP motivation 
is based on the theory of the FSP as described by Jan Firbas (Firbas 1992). The list of textual 
functions is based on the work of Jan Firbas (Firbas 1995) and Hilde Hasselgård (Hasselgård 
2004). Some types of the syntactic motivation are proposed by Libuše Dušková (Dušková 
1999: 319), but the types described in this thesis result from the present analysis. In addition 
to the motivation for the use of the construction, the thesis deals with Norwegian and English 
counterparts of the analysed cleft sentences. These counterparts are divided into three groups: 
the cleft or pseudo-cleft construction, the underlying non-cleft construction and a different 
construction (cf. chapter 4.4.). The purpose of the analysis is to find where the use of the cleft 
construction differs in English and Norwegian. The results may be useful for language 
learning and translation because the use of the cleft construction is very similar in English and 
Norwegian and this sometimes leads to linguistic interference. 
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2.  Theory 
 
2.1. The functional sentence perspective 
 
In the act of communication, some sentence elements contribute more than others to 
the development of communication and the most important elements signal the purpose of 
communication. The functional sentence perspective (FSP) is a notion used by the Prague 
linguistic school and describes the communicative purpose of a sentence. The elements which 
contribute more to the development of communication constitute the rhematic part of a 
sentence, and present most often new (context-independent) information. Other elements, 
mostly old (context-dependent), contribute less and constitute the thematic part of a sentence. 
 
2.1.1. The word order 
 
According to Vilém Mathesius, there are several principles which influence the word 
order in a sentence. He distinguishes the grammatical principle, the FSP principle, the 
rhythmical principle and the principle of coherence of sentence elements (Firbas 1974: 11). In 
the Czech word order, it is the FSP principle which outweighs the other principles. This is 
possible because the syntactic function of sentence elements is determined by the grammatical 
case and less by the word order. According to the FSP principle, the sequence of elements in a 
sentence is theme-transition-rheme (the transition is the verbal element). The situation in 
English is different. The main function of the English word order is to distinguish syntactic 
function of sentence elements and the grammatical principle is therefore stronger than the 
FSP principle. This applies especially to the sequence S-V-O. The FSP asserts itself more in 
case of adverbials: the scene-setting adverbial which contributes less to the development of 
communication is placed initially in the sentence, whereas the specifying adverbial which 
contributes more is placed in the postverbal position. Moreover, special constructions such as 
the passive, the cleft construction and the existential construction are able to change the word 
order to keep the rhematic information in the postverbal position. 
Jan Firbas develops Mathesius’ theory and adds other three factors which influence the 
FSP (Firbas 1992). In addition to linearity (word order), it is context, semantics and prosody. 
The last factor can be taken into account only in spoken communication. Since this thesis is 
based on written language, only the former three factors can be analysed. 
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2.1.2. The context and the additional irretrievable information 
 
There are two kinds of context: situational and verbal. The situational context is more 
important in spoken language and includes reference to the speaker and the hearer (or the 
writer and the reader in written communication) and to the extralinguistic reality which is in 
concern of both participants. As far as the verbal context is concerned, the FSP is influenced 
by the immediately relevant context. It is a span of the preceding text from which a piece of 
information can be retrieved by the speaker and the listener. According to Firbas, this span is 
approximately seven sentences long (Firbas 1995). After this distance the retrievability 
weakens. There are three different levels of context dependence. A sentence on the basic 
instance level is completely context-independent. If none of the sentence elements is 
dependent on the immediately relevant context, the FSP depends fully on word order and 
semantics. In the case of the first instance level, some sentence elements are context-
dependent whereas others are not. This is the most usual case. A sentence on the second 
instance level includes only context-dependent elements and is used to highlight one special 
item which is not highlighted previously. These cases are rare. Context-dependent 
information is retrievable from the immediately relevant context and is often thematic, while 
context-independent information is irretrievable and usually rhematic.  
There are, however, also context-dependent elements which contain additional 
irretrievable information (Firbas 1995: 22). In some cases this irretrievable information 
predominates and the element becomes rhematic. The relation of these elements towards the 
context is labelled as selection, contrast, identification, purposeful repetition and the 
summarizing effect. This kind of information is illustrated in the following examples: 
 
(1) There are three hotels in that place: The Continental, the Grand and the 
International. I liked the Continental and the Grand, but I did not like the 
International. (Firbas 1992: 35) 
 
The Continental and the Grand in the last sentence are context-dependent, but 
represent the rheme because of the additional feature of selection. In the same way the 
International is the rheme because of the feature of contrast. These textual structures are 
important for this study because both selection and contrast are often attached to the cleft 
construction and it is also possible that other types of additional irretrievable information will 
appear in the present analysis. The following examples illustrate these types: 
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(2) In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was 
God. (Firbas 1995: 22) 
 
Example (2) represents identification. Although God is context-dependent, the relation 
with the Word is new and represents additional irretrievable information. In the cleft 
construction, the focused element is always the identifying subject complement and the ability 
of this relation to add the irretrievable information is thus employed to focus this element. 
 
(3) Once in the rain, a van turned a corner suddenly at her and she stumbled over her 
boots into a ditch and then she saw herself clearly: a woman in early middle age 
wearing rubber boots walking in the dark looking for a white car and now falling 
into a ditch, prepared to go on walking... (Firbas 1995: 22) 
(4) He then walked over Campden Hill to the Kensington Public Library, where he 
could read undisturbed. Undisturbed! Refreshed after sleep, the temptation of the 
night returned to torment him with a new vigour. (Firbas 1995: 23) 
 
Example (3) illustrates the summarizing effect. This function is close to the last 
function, the purposeful repetition, in example (4) because both represent the second instance 
level of context dependence. The summarizing effect is related to the summative discourse 
function discussed by Hilde Hasselgård in connection with the cleft construction (Hasselgård 
2004: 3).  Hasselgård describes the effect of the summarizing cleft construction at the end of a 
sequence of text (cf. chapter 2.3.2.), whereas Firbas describes the means by which this effect 
is achieved. 
  
2.1.3. The semantic factor 
 
The semantic factor encompasses both the semantic character of an element and its 
semantic relation to other elements. The FSP is indicated for example by articles. The 
indefinite article usually signals rhematic information and the definite article signals thematic 
information. However, this assumption holds true only under certain circumstances and there 
are instances where the element with the indefinite article is the theme and the element with 
the definite article is the rheme. Anaphoric personal or possessive pronouns usually signal 
thematic information whereas quantifiers signal rhematic information.  As far as the semantic 
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relation between elements is concerned, the rhematic information is often presented as the 
complementation of the verb (the object, the adjunct), the subject complement and the object 
complement. The subject is usually thematic, but it is also sometimes rhematic, especially 
with verbs signalling appearance on the scene; scene-setting adjuncts are usually thematic. 
All the three factors (linear modification, contextual, semantic) contribute to the FSP 
in written language. The prominence of individual elements within the FSP structure 
determines their degree of communicative dynamism (CD). The element with the highest 
degree of CD represents the rheme proper. The gradual increase of CD in a sentence is called 
the basic distribution of CD. 
 
2.2. The interaction of the FSP and syntax – variation among languages 
 
Robert Van Valin presents in his study a typology of languages based on the 
interaction of focus structure (the FSP) and syntax (Valin 1999). He is concerned with rigidity 
vs. flexibility in syntax and focus structure and divides languages into four groups according 
to these two variables. He claims that English is a language with rigid syntax and flexible 
focus structure. This is demonstrated by putting the contrastive stress successively on all 
sentence elements. English belongs to this category because there are no constraints which 
would not allow putting focus on any element. According to this test, Norwegian would 
probably belong to the same type as English, whereas Czech would belong to the same group 
as Polish, with flexible syntax and flexible focus structure. Valin admits that Polish shows a 
strong topic-comment tendency, but like in English, the contrastive stress is possible also on 
the initial element, which seems to be the case of Czech too. 
Jeanette K. Gundel proposes in her study of English and Norwegian cleft constructions 
that Norwegian differs from English in “a stronger tendency to keep focal material out of 
surface subject” (Gundel 2002: 126). Hilde Hasselgård describes this difference as well: 
“English is more tolerant of new information in the Theme, while Norwegian has a stronger 
preference for “light” Themes; either a constituent conveying given information or an empty 
Theme.” (Hasselgård 2004: 208). These two remarks imply that there might be some 
difference between the importance of FSP in English and Norwegian and this could influence 
also the use of the cleft construction.  
 
2.3. The cleft construction 
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2.3.1. The cleft construction in English 
 
The cleft construction is a focusing device which enables the division of a sentence 
into two FSP subfields: 
 
(5) Her shyness makes her diffident. 
(6) It’s her shyness that makes her diffident. 
(7) What makes her diffident is her shyness. (Dušková 1999: 318) 
   
Example (5) is a simple sentence with one communicative field. Linearity and 
semantics gives the highest degree of CD to the object complement. To focus the subject, a 
contrastive stress would have to be used. Example (6) represents the cleft sentence proper 
with two possible elements in focus: The first one is shyness, which functions as the subject 
complement in the main clause, and the second one is diffident in the cleft clause. The subject 
complement of the main clause will be called in this thesis the focused element, the 
subordinate clause will be called the cleft clause. Example (7) represents a pseudo-cleft, a 
construction which uses a nominal relative clause to divide the communicative field. There 
are also other focusing constructions which some linguists include in the category of clefts. 
These are focusing constructions beginning the thing (that), the person (which), something, 
all etc. The thesis confines itself to the cleft sentence proper and this construction will be 
referred to as the cleft construction. 
 
The cleft construction consists of the main clause with the pattern S-Vcop-Cs and the 
subordinate clause, the cleft clause, which resembles a relative clause. The subject of the main 
clause is a non-anaphoric pronoun it, the verb is be and the subject complement is the focused 
element. The cleft clause begins most often with pronouns that, who or zero pronoun; which, 
whom and whose are rare (Quirk 1985: 1387). There has been a large discussion about the 
syntactic function of the cleft clause. Lambrecht, for instance, stresses the relation between 
the focused element and the cleft clause, defining the cleft construction as “a sentence 
structure consisting of a matrix clause headed by a copula and a relative or relative-like clause 
whose relativised argument is coindexed with the predicative argument of the copula.” 
(Lambrecht 2001: 4) Huddleston, on the other hand, highlights the connection of the subject it 
and the cleft clause: “The it in subject function can be thought of as a place-holder for the 
variable, which is defined in a relative clause that is not syntactically part of the subject.” 
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(Huddleston 2002: 1416) The main formal difference between relative clauses and cleft 
clauses is that the antecedent of a relative clause cannot be a proper name or an adjunct, 
whereas focusing of these elements is possible by the cleft construction. Moreover, the set of 
pronouns used in clefts is slightly different: wh-pronouns are rare and it is possible to omit the 
pronoun even in cases where the pronoun functions as the subject in the cleft clause: 
 
(8) It was the president himself spoke to me (Quirk 1985: 1387) 
 
Libuše Dušková also points out that there is formal similarity between cleft clauses 
and extraposed nominal subject clauses (Dušková 1999: 319). However, the extraposed 
nominal subject clause is a part of the subject, unlike the cleft clause. 
Almost all syntactic elements can be focused by means of the cleft construction: the 
subject, the direct and indirect object, the adjunct and the object complement. There are 
restrictions concerning the subject complement (cf. Quirk 1985: 1385) and the verbal element 
cannot be focused at all. 
 
The cleft construction contains always an existential presupposition. The presupposed 
part is contained in the cleft clause. This fact is given by the structure itself and not by 
familiarity of the information in the cleft clause. The presence of the presupposition can be 
proved by changing the polarity or the intentional modality, as can be shown on example (6): 
 
(6’) It isn’t her shyness that makes her diffident. 
(6’’) Is it her shyness that makes her diffident? 
 
 
The example (6) contains presupposition “something makes her diffident”. This 
presupposition changes neither in a negative (6’) nor an interrogative (6’’) sentence. As 
Huddleston points out, the information which is presupposed is always presented as “shared 
or uncontroversial”, no matter whether it is familiar or not (Huddleston 2002: 1424). In 
addition, the focused element contains the implicature of exhaustiveness. Illustrated on 
example (6), her shyness is the only thing which makes her diffident.  
 
Special attention should be given to the FSP of the cleft construction.  The 
construction contains two communicative subfields, which makes it possible to place focus on 
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two places. If the focused element contains context-independent information and the cleft 
clause contains context-dependent information, the highest degree of CD is on the focused 
element, which is the only focus of the sentence. If the cleft clause contains context-
independent information, the CD is distributed more evenly between the two parts and the 
sentence represents divided focus. Prince uses the term stressed-focus it-clefts (SF) for the 
first type and informative-presupposition  it-clefts (IP) for the second type (Dušková 1999: 
326).  The stressed-focus type is often referred to as the “prototypical” cleft. Firbas points out 
“the conspicuous deviation from the basic distribution of CD” which is given by the fact that 
the rhematic element is placed before the thematic cleft clause (Dušková 2005: 13). 
Collins divides the IP it-clefts (“marked” clefts in his terminology) into two other 
groups according to newness/giveness of the focused element (Collins 1991). He thus 
distinguishes three types of clefts: Type 1 is the “unmarked” (in Prince’s terms SF) cleft, 
where the focused element carries new or contrastive information and the cleft clause carries 
given or inferrable information. Type 2 has given or inferrable information in focus and new 
or contrastive information in the cleft clause. The focused element is often an anaphoric or a 
deictic pronoun and the clause is longer and informative. Type 3 has new or contrastive 
information in both parts. According to his analysis, this type proves to be more common in 
non-interactive, technical and formal genres. His results show that the unmarked type 
represents only 36% of all clefts. This is surprising since the SF type is considered as the 
prototypical. Nevertheless, other analyses show that the SF type in slightly more common 
than the IP type (Dvořáková’s results show 54.8% of the SF type, cf. Dušková 1999: 26). 
 The main function of the SF type is to give prominence to an element which would 
otherwise carry a low degree of CD. The focused element functions therefore often as the 
subject or an adjunct in the underlying non-cleft construction. These elements are especially 
focused by means of the cleft construction if they are context-dependent.  
 
The cleft construction is sometimes used as a stylistic or textual device. These cases 
employ some of the properties of the cleft construction to achieve a special stylistic or textual 
effect. These properties are either the existential presupposition present inherently in the 
construction, or the ability of the construction to present one proposition in two FSP fields 
and divide the focus. 
A scene-setting adjunct is often focused in journalistic style (Quirk 1985: 1384n.). 
These constructions are often type 3 in Collin’s terminology: 
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(9) It was late night that a group of terrorists attacked an army post. (Quirk 1985: 
1384n.) 
 
In example (9), the scene-setting adjunct, although context-independent, would carry a 
low degree of CD in an underlying non-cleft and it is focused to highlight the scene-setting 
function, even though the most dynamic part of the sentence is presented as presupposed.  
 
A special use of clefts can be seen in historical narrative. The presupposition is 
employed as a stylistic device which enables presenting information as if it were familiar to 
the reader. This can be illustrated by a sentence from the beginning of a mystery novel: 
 
(10) It was jealousy that kept David from sleeping, drove him from tousled bed out of 
the dark and silent boarding house to walk the streets. (Johansson 2001: 553) 
 
The whole sentence contains only context-independent information and the 
presupposition serves to draw the reader into the story and, at the same time, lets the reader 
interpret the information in the cleft clause as backgrounded. 
 
Another stylistic reason for using the cleft construction instead of a simple proposition 
concerns cases with several adverbials in the postverbal section: 
 
(11) It was not by chance that Mrs. S. arrived in town so early that morning. 
(Dušková 1999: 15) 
(11’) Mrs.S did not arrive in town so early that morning by chance. 
 
A simple proposition (11’) would have four adverbials in postverbal section, which is 
not desirable from the stylistic point of view. The cleft construction solves the problem 
because it gives even higher prominence to the rheme proper, by chance, while keeping the 
other adverbials in their neutral position after the verb. 
 
 
2.3.2. Discourse functions of the cleft construction 
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Hilde Hasselgård makes an interesting classification of the cleft constructions with an 
adverbial element in focus based on their discourse function (Hasselgård 2004). She claims 
that the information structure of these clefts differs from that of clefts with nominal elements 
in focus in the fact that they much more often carry new information in the cleft clause. The 
discourse functions she describes are thematization, contrast, topic-launching, topic-linking 
and summative function. 
Thematization is Hasselgård’s notion for the basic FSP function of stressed-focus it-
clefts: to give prominence to the focused element. As she mentions, this function is present in 
most clefts, no matter which other discourse function they have (cf. example (12)).  
Contrast is a function mentioned often in connection with the cleft construction. Both 
adverbial and nominal elements can be contrastive. If the relative clause carries given 
information, the construction is typical for the stressed-focus type since a contrastive element 
carries, in Firbas’ terms, additional irretrievable information which prevails over the context-
dependent part of information. A cleft sentence can combine the function of contrast with 
other discourse functions (cf. e.g. example (55) where the function of contrast is combined 
with the topic launching function). 
Topic launching is also a function performed mainly by the SF type. The focused 
element is either new or inferrable, but it always develops as a topic in the subsequent 
discourse: 
 
(12) It is to those men and women serving our country in the Middle East <,> that my 
thoughts go out most tonight # and to all of their families here at home <,> To you 
I know this is not a distant war . It is a close and ever present anxiety <,> I was 
privileged to meet many of our servicemen and women in the Gulf last week < 
(Hasselgård 2004: 6) 
 
In example (12), the discourse function of the cleft construction is topic launching. In 
addition, there is the function of thematization (the FSP function) because the focused 
element achieves higher degree of CD than it would achieve in an underlying non-cleft 
construction. 
Topic linking, or transition, is on the other hand performed by the IP type. The focused 
element contains the current discourse topic and the cleft clause introduces a new discourse 
topic. The term transition is used to highlight the function of this type of the cleft construction 
as a bridge between two sections of a text.  
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(13) However there are worrying signs for the Republicans in the contests for state 
governors. Because of the shift in population to the warmer parts of the country 
states like Florida Texas and California are to be given extra seats in Congress. 
The governors of those states will have a big say in redrawing the boundaries. And 
it's here that the Democrats have made significant headway. They have won the 
elections for governor in both Florida and Texas from the Republicans although 
Mr Bush's party appears to have held on to the biggest prize of all California. 
(Hasselgård 2004: 3) 
 
A cleft sentence with summative function occurs at the end of a text or of its section 
and functions as a conclusion. The focused element is inferrable. If we assume that these 
sentences have summarizing effect (in Firbas’ terms), the degree of CD of this element will be 
higher that the degree of CD of the cleft clause. 
 
(14) The purpose of war is to enforce international law. It is to uphold the rights of 
nations to be independent and of people to live without fear. It is in that spirit <,> 
that the men and women of our forces and our allies are going to win the war <,> 
And it is in that spirit that we must build the peace that follows . (Hasselgård 2004: 
7) 
 
The functions described by Hasselgård are based on various aspects of the text. Topic 
linking, topic launching and summative function are based on larger parts of the text (topics), 
and contrast is based on smaller elements (sentence elements, clauses). Thematization 
describes the function of the sentence from the point of view of FSP and it is included in all 
other types. 
In addition to the cleft construction which is described in this chapter, there is a 
construction which resembles the cleft construction and which is used in proverbial clefts and 
stylistic clichés: 
 
(15) It is never a bad day that has a good night. 
(16) It was a very troubled wife that greeted Henry on his return that night. (Dušková 
2005: 15) 
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Whereas the cleft construction represents an identifying copular predication, the 
construction illustrated in examples (15) and (16) ascribes a quality to the subject of the 
underlying simple proposition and in this thesis it is not dealt with. 
 
2.3.3. The cleft construction in Norwegian 
 
In Norwegian, the cleft construction has the same syntactic structure as in English. 
The construction also divides a simple sentence into two FSP subfields: 
 
(17) Nils fann pengane. [lit. Nils found the money] 
(18) Det var Nils  som fann pengane. [lit. It was Nils who found the money] (Faarlund 
1997: 1088) 
 
The FSP structure is also the same as in English. In example (17), a simple 
proposition, Nils carries a low degree of CD, whereas pengane “the money” is the rheme 
proper with the highest degree of CD. Example (18) represents the cleft construction with two 
possible foci: on the focused element Nils and at the end of the cleft clause, on pengane. The 
actual focus of the cleft construction is given by the context: if Nils is context-independent 
and pengane is context-dependent, the highest degree of CD is on Nils. On the other hand, if 
Nils is context-dependent, the main focus may be in the cleft clause (cf. example (25)). The 
construction of English pseudo-clefts can be also used in Norwegian, but to a much lesser 
extent than in English.  
 
The construction consists of a main clause with the patter S-Vcop-Cs and a cleft clause 
introduced by the pronoun som (“who”, “which”), the same pronoun which introduces also 
relative clauses, or zero pronoun. Som is obligatory in constructions where the pronoun 
functions as the subject of the cleft clause. If the focused element is an adverbial, the cleft 
clause is introduced by conjunction at (“that”) or zero conjunction.  
 
(19) Det var i går (at) du sa det. [lit. It was yesterday (that) you said it.] (Faarlund 
1997: 1090) 
 
In case of obligatory adverbials, the conjunction is always omitted. Unlike in English, 
it is possible to focus the subject complement (cf. example (20)) and the verb (cf. example 
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(21)). The conjunction is always omitted in these cases. In sentences with a finite verb in 
focus, there is always a proform verb gjøre “do” in the cleft clause (cf. example (22)): 
 
(20) Det er ondskapsfull han er. [lit. It is evil he is.] 
(21) Det er liggje i telt eg ikkje vil. [lit. It is lie in tent I not want.] 
(22) Det var stele/stal han gjorde. [lit. It was steal/stole he did] (Faarlund 1997: 
1091) 
 
The content of the cleft clause is presupposed in the same way as in English. The FSP 
is similar to the FSP of English clefts: if the focused element contains context-independent 
information and the cleft clause contains context-dependent information, the degree of CD of 
the focused element is much higher than the degree of CD of the other elements. If the cleft 
clause contains context-independent information, the focus is divided and the context 
dependence of the focused element and semantics decide which of the two parts carries higher 
degree of CD.  
Although both the syntactic and the FSP description of the Norwegian cleft 
construction is very similar to the English counterpart, it seems that the actual use is 
somewhat different. In Norwegian, the construction appears very often in questions: 
 
(23) Var det Rudolf som ropte? [lit. Was it Rudolf that shouted?] 
(24) Kven var det som ropte? [lit. Who was it that shouted?]  (Faarlund 1997: 1091) 
 
Gundel’s study has suggested that this type of question is more common in Norwegian 
than in English (Gundel 2002: 120). A possible motivation for this use is that wh-questions 
presuppose the whole content of the clause except for the interrogative pronoun. The use of 
the construction in yes-no questions is influenced by another typological feature which is 
probably more prominent in Norwegian than in English. This difference between English and 
Norwegian is commented upon by Faarlund who points out that it is not natural to have a 
context-independent subject in pre-verbal position and that the cleft construction makes it 
possible to place this subject in the postverbal position. He suggests that sometimes this could 
be the main function of the construction, not the focusing function (Faarlund 1997: 1092). 
This can be illustrated by a Norwegian example which would not be so natural in English: 
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(25) -Korfor er det så kaldt her? -Det er Ola som har opna glaset. [lit. Why is it so 
cold here? It is Ola who has opened the window.] (Faarlund 1997: 1092) 
 
The journalistic use of the construction is similar to English: 
 
(26) Det var i går kveld at ein jury i Washington fann dei tre skuldige i å... [lit. It was 
yesterday evening that a jury in Washington found the three (persons) guilty of...] 
(Faarlund 1997: 1092) 
 
The focused adverbial of example (26) would be placed finally in the most natural 
simple sentence, or initially, but with SV inversion. The reason for this use suggested by 
Faarlund is the position of the context-independent subject, but it might be also that the 
speaker wants to focus the scene-setting function of the adverbial as Quirk suggests for the 
corresponding English use. It seems also possible that the Norwegian use of the construction 
in this context is influenced by English. 
The Norwegian cleft construction is formally similar to a special type of existential 
construction with a relative clause. This construction is used when the situation requires a 
verb which does not normally imply the appearance on scene: 
 
(27) Det var mange ting som gjorde inntrykk på oss. [lit. There were many things that 
made impression on us.] (Faarlund, 1093) 
 
The resemblance is caused by the fact that the existential construction in Norwegian 
employs the same formal subject det “it”, as the cleft construction. The subordinate clause in 
this case is a relative clause and has a higher degree of CD than its antecedent.1 However, the 
difference between cleft and this construction is not always clear. Example (25) is described 
as cleft because the focused element Ola cannot function as an antecedent for a relative 
clause. However, the cleft clause has higher degree of CD than the focused element and the 
main function of this construction is not to give more prominence to Ola in relation to the rest 
of the clause, but rather to move new information from its canonical position, which is similar 
                                               
1 This construction is described in Norwegian grammars as a combination of cleft and existential construction 
(e.g. Faarlund, 1093).  However, the function of this construction is to present a new phenomenon rather than to 
highlight an element and therefore it is not dealt with in this thesis.  
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to the existential construction. If the proper name in the subject were substituted with noen 
“somebody”, the construction would become formally ambiguous and the distinction could 
only be based on semantic criteria (i.e. whether the situation can be described as appearance 
on scene or not). 
 
2.4. Norwegian as a V2 language 
 
Several remarks should be made about the Norwegian syntax. Norwegian is similar to 
English in the morphological structure of nouns and verbs and the syntactic function of an 
element is therefore decided by word order. The unmarked sequence of syntactic elements is 
SVO. However, unlike English, Norwegian is a V2 language, which means that the finite verb 
always comes in the second place. If an element other than the subject is placed in the initial 
position, the verb must precede the subject. Conjunctions and elements which are not a 
syntactic part of the sentence do not change the SV sequence. Of the syntactic elements, it is 
especially the adverbial that appears often in the initial position. With an initial adverbial, the 
sequence of constitutive elements changes to VSO. It is possible that the need of inversion in 
these cases sometimes motivates the use of the cleft construction.  
 
2.5. Previous comparative studies 
 
A comparison of the English and Norwegian cleft construction is presented in Jeanette 
K. Gundel’s paper (Gundel 2002). She compares Norwegian original text of the novel Sofies 
verden with its English translation and examines the discourse distribution and information 
structure of the construction. The construction is more frequent in Norwegian than in English; 
the Norwegian text contains 32 clefts in the given section, whereas the English translation 
contains only 11 clefts. Almost all clefts translated as clefts into English contain given 
information in the cleft clause, whereas the majority of Norwegian clefts contain new 
information in the cleft clause and represent divided focus. The results also show that 
Norwegian uses the cleft construction very often in questions. All Norwegian cleft 
constructions could be translated as clefts into English, which shows that there are probably 
no differences in absolute constraints on the use of the construction in the two languages 
(except for the syntactic differences mentioned in chapter 2.3.3.) The difference Gundel 
suggests concerns the importance the two languages give to the information structural 
functions performed by the construction. The two functions performed in Norwegian are 
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separating the given or presupposed material from the new information and keeping the new 
information in the postverbal position. However, it must be taken into account that the paper 
investigates a relatively short text translated by one person, and that the direction of 
translation can influence the results.  
 
Mats Johansson offers a larger study which compares English and Swedish cleft 
constructions (Johansson 2001). Norwegian and Swedish are typologically close and therefore 
it can be assumed the results of this study will be relevant also for the comparison of 
Norwegian and English. He compares it-clefts, pseudo-clefts and inverted pseudo-clefts 
between English and Swedish original texts, between English original and Swedish translation 
and between Swedish original and English translation. The analysis is carried out on examples 
from The English-Swedish Parallel Corpus which contains approximately 2 million words. 
The method used compares statistical results of the three types of comparison according to the 
Translation mirror principle which is defined by Johansson: “Statistical similarities and 
differences in a comparison of a corpus of original texts from L1 and L2 represent genuine 
similarities and differences between L1 and L2 if they are mirrored, to a significant extent, in 
translations from L1 into L2 and from L2 into L1.” (Johansson 2001: 551). The results 
concerning the cleft construction show that Swedish original texts contain more than twice as 
many cleft constructions as English original texts. The pseudo-clefts and reversed pseudo-
clefts seem to be much less common in Swedish than in English. The translation mirror 
principle shows the same tendencies in the other two analyses. An interesting result concerns 
the focused subject in Swedish original. From the 290 cases, 119 were translated as it-cleft 
and 91 as a simple proposition with subject in its canonical place (the rest of the cases used 
another focusing device or restructured the sentence). Johansson proposes that “Swedish it 
clefts are not felt by translators to carry a particularly heavy functional load” (Johansson 
2001: 569) Johansson also notices that Swedish cleft construction commonly focus anaphoric 
elements (personal and demonstrative pronouns and conjuncts like därfor “therefore”). The 
comparison of the two types of information structure (SF and IP it-clefts) is not given. 
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3. Methodology 
 
Contrastive studies have usually been based on original texts in two languages or on 
an original text and its translation into another language. The main advantage of the 
comparison of original texts is that they represent the most natural language, not influenced 
by the process of translation. The disadvantage, on the other hand, is that the texts can never 
be absolutely comparable. As far as the study of the cleft construction is concerned, it is 
necessary to study the FSP based on the immediately relevant context. The context, however, 
can never be identical if two different texts are studied. An original text compared with its 
translation into another language allows this comparison of the construction in identical 
context. The disadvantage of this method is that the translator may be influenced by the 
original language. This is very likely in the translation of close languages with parallel 
syntactic structures. The translation effects are described by Stig Johansson (Johansson 2007: 
228).  He points out that in some cases the translation leads to overuse or underuse of some 
feature depending on the use of this feature in the original language. 
A combination of these two methods is used by Mats Johansson (Johansson 2001). He 
compares results based on original texts with results based on original and its translation. This 
enables him both to study the most natural language and to directly compare parallel 
structures.  
This thesis proposes even another method. The comparison is made between English 
and Norwegian translations of the Czech original. The advantage of this method is that it is 
possible to study parallel structures in the parallel context, but without the possibility that the 
close languages will influence each other.  
Czech is convenient as the original language because the word order in Czech is based 
on a different principle than in English and Norwegian. The sequence of sentence elements is 
given primarily by the FSP and the grammatical principle is less important. This is possible 
because the syntactic function is indicated by inflection. The focus on a particular element is 
expressed very often by the word order alone. Sometimes, the rheme is also indicated by 
focusing particles (e.g. pouze “only”, právě “just”) or temporal adverbs (teprve “only”, už 
“already“). The cleft construction is used in Czech only marginally and therefore the 
possibility that the construction would influence the translators into English and Norwegian, 
is very low. 
The main disadvantage of this method is the same as with all studies of translated text; 
the language may be influenced by the original language and the results may differ from 
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original texts. In case of languages studied in this thesis, it is possible that the translation will 
contain fewer cleft constructions than original texts, because the Czech original tends to use 
other focusing devices. It is also necessary to consider whether the translated sentence 
corresponds to the original. There is a higher probability that the translation will not 
correspond to the original because each example contains two translated sentences. 
The analysis is carried out on 100 English cleft constructions and 100 Norwegian cleft 
constructions translated from ten Czech texts.2 Ten examples of Norwegian and ten examples 
of English cleft constructions were taken from each text.3 Each of the examples is 
supplemented with the corresponding sentence from the other language. The Czech original 
serves only as a background which shows whether the translation has the appropriate FSP and 
it will not be analysed further (the exception is made for Czech sentences which include some 
focusing device because this focusing device may influence the translator). From the syntactic 
point of view, the analysis examines the syntactic function of the focused element in the 
underlying non-cleft construction and potential syntactic motivation for the use of the 
construction (e.g. sentences with multiple postverbal adverbials). From the FSP point of view, 
the example is studied in the immediately relevant context and the degree of CD is 
determined for the focused element and the cleft clause. The degree of CD is based on context 
dependence, semantic factor and linearity (the latter factor will assert itself only to a lesser 
degree since the word order is partly given by the studied construction). Based on the degree 
of CD, the examples are labelled as the SF or IP type (cf. chapter 2.3.1.). The main part of the 
analysis focuses on textual functions4 of the cleft construction. The set of possible textual 
functions is based on Hasselgård’s discourse functions (cf. chapter 2.3.2.) and Firbas’s 
account of additional irretrievable information (cf. chapter 2.1.2.). These two accounts partly 
overlap; therefore the final set includes contrast, selection, identification, purposeful 
repetition, summarizing effect, topic launching and topic linking. Hasselgård’s last function, 
thematization, which is in fact the FSP function, is considered separately. The FSP function is 
of course present in all other types of motivation (e.g. contrasted elements have a high degree 
of CD because the contrast represents new information; the topic launching function presents 
a new topic, which must also have a high degree of CD etc.). The main purpose of this 
                                               
2 Different genres are represented: 8 of the texts are works of fiction, 1 text is a correspondence and 1 text is an 
interview. 
3 The exception is made for one shorter text by Hrabal which only contained 9 cleft constructions; 11 examples 
were therefore excerpted from another text by the same author. 
4 The term textual function covers here both relations between clause elements and clauses, such as contrast, and 
relations between topics, such as topic linking. 
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classification is to find out whether some of the functions are more closely connected with the 
cleft construction than others and how English and Norwegian differ in this aspect. 
Finally, the type of syntactic construction in the other studied language will be 
compared with the given example (a Norwegian equivalent for the English example and vice 
versa).  
 
3.1. Expected results 
 
Expectation based on similar studies for Norwegian and Swedish (Johansson 2001, 
Gundel 2002), but also on informal observations, is that the Norwegian cleft will be more 
common than the English cleft. It means that a cleft in English translation is more likely to be 
translated as cleft also in Norwegian, whereas a sentence translated by the cleft construction 
into Norwegian will more often have a non-cleft equivalent in English. It could also be 
expected that both languages will have both SF and IP clefts. It will be interesting to see 
whether Gundel’s result that IP clefts are more common in Norwegian will be confirmed. As 
far as the syntactic function of the focused element is concerned, the studies found a higher 
number of focused adverbials in Norwegian than in English. On the other hand, Norwegian 
tends to place more often than English adverbials in preverbal position and may thus use a 
non-cleft with initial adverb where English uses cleft. The previous studies have also shown 
that absolute constraints in the two languages are almost identical and it is therefore possible 
that some other factors influence the use of the cleft construction in English and Norwegian. 
The fact that the examples are taken from translated texts may influence the results especially 
because the variation between cleft and non-cleft is possible in both languages and the 
translation is likely to use clefts only if there is a strong motivation for their use.  
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4. The analysis 
 
All 200 analysed examples are attached  in the appendix. Each example contains three 
parts: Czech original with English and Norwegian translations. Examples 1 – 100 represent 
English clefts with their Norwegian counterparts; examples 101 – 200 represent Norwegian 
clefts with their English counterparts. The analysed example is marked with letter a; the 
counterpart in the other language is marked with letter b.5 First ten examples were taken from 
each text. If both languages use the cleft construction, and both constructions are among the 
first ten instances, the same sentence is included in both parts of the analysis. 
The part of the analysis which compares syntactic, FSP and textual properties of the 
cleft construction includes all examples which have the same or similar meaning and FSP as 
the Czech original, no matter whether their counterpart (in Norwegian or English) 
corresponds. The English part of the analysis includes ninety-six examples which are 
analysed. Four examples are not included because the FSP or the meaning of the English 
translation differed significantly from the original. The Nowegian part of the analysis includes 
ninety-four such examples; Six Norwegian examples did not correspond to the original. The 
part which compares clefts and their counterparts includes only examples which correspond to 
each other (eighty-nine English clefts and ninety-two Norwegian clefts are analysed). 
 
4.1.  The frequency of the cleft construction 
 
The analysis shows that the cleft construction is more frequent in Norwegian than in 
English. These results are similar to the results of Gundel’s study (Gundel 2002).  
Table 1 shows the frequency of the cleft construction in the two languages. The 
number of the words is counted in the Czech original texts to achieve comparable results. The 
number of words needed for one cleft construction is always higher in English, but the results 
vary from text to text. In average, the cleft construction is almost twice as frequent in the 
Norwegian texts as in English texts. 
                                               
5 E.g. 1a is an English cleft with its Norwegian counterpart 1b, whereas 101a is a Norwegian cleft with its 
English counterpart 101b. 
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Text words per 1 English cleft words per 1 Norwegian cleft 
EBc 7130 541 
IKc 3908 2563 
BHVc 2628 959 
BHKc 3705 901 
JŠc 4197 2627 
MKŽc 2287 1025 
ALc 3298 3262 
VHc 4456 3908 
KČc 2456 556 
MKVc 1788 1518 
All texts 3585 1786 
Table 1: The frequency of the cleft construction in comparison to the Czech text. 
 
4.2.  The FSP of the cleft construction 
 
Although the thesis describes different kinds of motivation for the use of clefts, the 
FSP aspect is to some degree present in all of them. All clefts belong either to the SF type, 
which has much higher degree of CD on the focused element than on the final element, or to 
the IP type, which has two foci. The analysis rendered higher percentage of the IP type in 
English than in Norwegian. 
 
English clefts 
Adjunct Object 
FSP type Subject Time Place Other Direct Prepositional Total 
3 (3%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 6 (6%) 4 (4%) 
SF 28 (29%) 6 (6%) 10 (10%) 44 (46%) 
16 (17%) 4 (4%) 12 (13%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
IP 18 (19%) 32 (33%) 2 (2%) 52 (54%) 
19 (20%) 6 (6%) 13 (14%) 7 (7%) 5 (5%) 
Total 46 (48%) 38 (40%) 12 (13%) 96 (100%) 
Table 2: English clefts: FSP type and syntactic function of the focused element in the 
underlying non-cleft. 
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Norwegian clefts 
Adjunct Object 
FSP type Subject Time Place Other Direct Prepositional 
Subject 
complement Total 
2 (2%) 0 (0%) 7 (7%) 13 (14%) 6 (6%) 
SF 36 (38%) 9 (10%) 19 (20%) 1 (1%) 65 (69%) 
5 (5%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
IP 20 (21%) 7 (7%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 29 (31%) 
7 (7%) 1 (1%) 8 (9%) 14 (15%) 7 (7%) 
Total 56 (60%) 16 (17%) 21 (22%) 1 (1%) 94 (100%) 
Table 3: Norwegian clefts: FSP type and syntactic function of the focused element in the 
underlying non-cleft. 
 
This result is surprising because the study by Gundel (Gundel 2002) found more IP 
clefts in Norwegian than in English. Johansson’s analysis (Johansson 2001) showed that also 
in Swedish the IP type is more frequent than the SF type. To study the FSP of the analysed 
clefts, it is useful to look more closely at the syntactic function of the focused element in the 
underlying non-cleft. The analysed examples focused the subject, the adjunct, the direct and 
the prepositional object and the subject complement in case of Norwegian. None of the 
examples focused the indirect object. 
 
4.2.1 The subject 
 
The subject is the most common focused element in both languages. This is an 
expected result because subject is normally placed initially. In case of rhematic subjects, there 
is a conflict between the normal word order and the end-focus tendency. Nevertheless, there 
are some differences between English and Norwegian. In Norwegian, the focused subject is 
even more common than in English (60% focused subjects in Norwegian vs. 48% in English) 
and the difference between the first and second most frequent focused element is significant. 
In English, the distribution is more balanced. The ratio of the SF to the IP type is similar in 
the languages. Although the subject is more frequently focused in Norwegian than in English, 
the main differences concern other syntactic elements. 
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4.2.2 The object 
 
None of the analysed sentences focused the indirect object. The direct or prepositional 
object is more frequently focused in Norwegian than in English (22% of focused objects in 
Norwegian vs. 13% in English). This means that nominal syntactic elements are focused 
much more often in Norwegian (82% of all focused elements are nominal as opposed to 61% 
of nominal elements in English). In English, the object is on the third place after the adjunct. 
The large majority of these clefts are the SF type (i.e. mostly with a context-independent 
object), which holds true for both languages. The normal position of the object is after the 
verb and in case of rhematic objects it is both position and context independence that 
contribute to the high degree of CD. Two conclusions could be drawn from the results. 
Firstly, English might attach greater importance to the word order than Norwegian in case of a 
context-independent object because English non-cleft constructions sometimes correspond to 
Norwegian cleft constructions. It appears, therefore, that Norwegian can focus the object to 
stress it even more than by the end-focus. Secondly, the use of the cleft construction which 
focuses the object is motivated by some other factors. One of these factors could be the high 
frequency of the construction in Norwegian which makes the construction less marked and 
the impact on the FSP is therefore not so strong as in English. The Norwegian clefts with the 
focused object include, for example, a large number of questions with the wh-word 
substituting the object. We will come back to these assumptions later; the comparison of 
clefts with their counterparts in the other language may support the first assumption and the 
second problem will be dealt with in chapter 4.3.3.2. 
 
4.2.3. The Adjunct 
 
The adjuncts were more frequent in English. Tables 2 and 3 divide the adjuncts into 
three groups: adjuncts of time, place and others. This division is made because the adjunct of 
time and place may have two different functions: scene-setting and specification. If the focus 
is placed on the scene-setting adjunct, it may focus its scene-setting function, but the highest 
degree of CD remains in the cleft clause (Quirk 1985: 1384n.). The specification adjunct 
carries higher degree of CD and the cleft construction is therefore likely to be of the SF type. 
The English cleft constructions with adjuncts include a high number of the IP clefts (84% of 
all clefts with focused adjuncts). In case of time adjuncts, this could be explained by their 
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scene-setting function. However, the number of the examples of the two other types does not 
support this explanation because the adjuncts of place are only infrequent and are distributed 
between the two types. Other adjuncts, which are not likely to be scene-setting, are on the 
other hand almost all IP type (92%). A closer examination of the given examples shows that a 
great majority of adjuncts of time (68%) and several cases from the group of other adjuncts 
(30%) are negative or modified by only: 
 
(28) It wasn’t until last month that, for no apparent reason, he suddenly invited me 
inside and showed me his work. (14a) 
(28’)  Až minulý měsíc mě z ničeho nic pozval dovnitř a předvedl mi svoje dílo. (14) 
(28’’) Men i forrige måned inviterte han meg plutselig inn og foreviste meg verket. 
[lit. But last month invited he me suddenly in and showed med the work] (14b) 
 
 Example (28) illustrates this use of the cleft construction. Negated adjuncts placed 
initially usually require an S-V inversion and, therefore, the use of clefts could be motivated 
syntactically. This problem will be further analysed in the chapter 4.3.3.1.  
Norwegian examples with focused adjuncts are less frequent (40% of English vs. 17% 
of Norwegian adjuncts). In addition, time and place adjuncts show the same tendency towards 
the IP type, whereas other adjuncts are mostly the SF type. A majority of Norwegian clefts 
can be characterized in terms of the textual function (62%). Some textual functions, such as 
ontrast, tend to represent the specification from the FSP point of view, whereas others, such as 
topic linking, may correlate with the scene-setting function. This concerns partly also the 
group of other adjuncts in English. From these differences between the two languages, it may 
be assumed that the high number of English IP clefts may be caused by motivation other than 
the FSP. The preference for the cleft construction in these cases could be for example caused 
by interference with Czech, because an adjunct with low degree of CD is always placed 
initially in Czech. If this is true, than the higher number of IP in English in overall results 
could be explained by this interference (17% of all adjuncts are negative adjuncts or adjuncts 
modified by only). 
One construction among Norwegian clefts focused the subject complement. This 
example illustrates that although the syntactic restrictions are almost identical in the two 
languages, there are nevertheless some differences: 
 
  29
(29) Jeg sa at det var svært så galant han var blitt. [lit. I said that it was very much 
gallant he has become.] (162a) 
(29’) Zeptala jsem se ho, odkdy je tak galantní? (162) 
(29’’) I asked him why he was being so polite. (162b)  
 
The literal meaning of the Norwegian cleft does not correspond to the original, which 
contains an indirect question (29’), but the discourse function of the two sentences is the same 
because the question is used to express some attitude rather than a request for information. 
The focus on the subject complement may in fact have the same function, to express attitude. 
English translation follows more literary the Czech original. This type of the cleft 
construction would be impossible in Standard English, because the focused element is the 
subject complement realized by an adjective phrase. 
In this chapter, we have examined the analysed cleft constructions from the point of 
view of the FSP. Surprisingly, the analysis shows significant differences between English and 
Norwegian although the languages are very close. Norwegian shows a strong preference for 
focusing nominal elements. The SF type appears more often than in English. English clefts, 
on the other hand, focused more often adjuncts and represented more often the IP type. 
Similarities can be seen in the examples which focus the subject, which is the most frequent 
focused element in both languages. Some aspects of the FSP will be also treated in the next 
chapters (4.3. and 4..4).  
 
4.3.  Types of motivation for the use of the cleft construction 
 
The main motivation for the use of the cleft construction is the change in the 
distribution of CD. The analysis examined ten types of motivation: the FSP, the textual 
motivation (contrast, selection, identification, purposeful repetition, summarizing function, 
topic launching, topic linking) and the syntactic motivation (negative adjunct, question). 
Especially the textual motivation is closely interrelated with the FSP. Some clefts in the 
analysis had more different kinds of possible motivation. These clefts are included in several 
categories. No example was found of the purposeful repetition. The reason is probably that it 
is a special stylistic device which is not very common. The tables below show the distribution 
of different types of motivation in the analysed examples. eighteen English examples out of 
the ninety-six analysed and nineteen Norwegian examples out of the ninety-four analysed 
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were included in more categories. Tables 4 and 5 show the distribution between the analysed 
types of motivation.  
 
English clefts 
Types of motivation (total 115) 
FSP Textual Syntactic 
FSP 
type 
No foc. 
device 
Foc. 
device Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing 
Topic 
launching 
Topic 
linking Question 
Negative 
Adjunct 
SF 
5 
(4%) 
9 
(8%) 
26 
(23%) 
2 
(2%) 
2 
(2%) 
1 
(1%) 
2 
(2%) 
2 
(2%) 
5 
(4%) 
3 
(3%) 
IP 
3 
(3%) 
12 
(10%) 
2 
(2%) 
3 
(3%) 
0 
(0%) 
1 
(1%) 
7 
(6%) 
10 
(9%) 
3 
(3%) 
17 
(15%) 
Total 
8 
(7%) 
21 
(18%) 
28 
(24%) 
5 
(4%) 
2 
(2%) 
2 
(2%) 
9 
(8%) 
12 
(10%) 
8 
(7%) 
20 
(17%) 
Table 4: Types of motivation in English clefts 
Norwegian clefts 
Types of motivation (total 113) 
FSP Textual Syntactic 
FSP 
type 
No foc. 
device 
Foc. 
device Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing 
Topic 
launching 
Topic 
linking Question 
SF 
12 
(11%) 
15 
(13%) 
21 
(19%) 
4 
(4%) 
2 
(2%) 
5 
(4%) 
1 
(1%) 
3 
(3%) 
16 
(14%) 
IP 
6 
(5%) 
7 
(6%) 
5 
(4%) 
4 
(4%) 
2 
(2%) 
2 
(2%) 
1 
(1%) 
3 
(3%) 
4 
(4%) 
Total 
18 
(16%) 
22 
(19%) 
26 
(23%) 
8 
(7%) 
4 
(4%) 
7 
(6%) 
2 
(2%) 
6 
(5%) 
20 
(18%) 
Table 5: Types of motivation in Norwegian clefts 
 
English examples  
with several possible types of motivation (of 96 analysed examples) 
 
Neg. adjunct + FSP with foc. device 5 (5%) 
Question + FSP with foc. device 4 (4%) 
Topic launching + contrast 2 (2%) 
Topic linking + contrast 2 (2%) 
Topic linking + neg. adjunct 1 (1%) 
Identification + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Contrast + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Contrast + neg. adjunct 1 (1%) 
Topic launching + Contrast + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Total 18 (19%) 
Table 6: English examples with several possible types of motivation. 
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Norwegian examples 
with several possible types of motivation (of 94 analysed examples) 
  
Question + FSP with foc. device 6 (6%) 
Topic linking + contrast 3 (3%) 
Contrast + FSP with foc. device 3 (3%) 
Topic linking + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Selection + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Identification + FSP without any foc. device 1 (1%) 
Summarizing effect + FSP with foc. device 1 (1%) 
Summarizing effect + contrast 1 (1%) 
Question + selection 1 (1%) 
Question + FSP without any foc. device 1 (1%) 
Total 19 (20%) 
Table 7: Norwegian examples with several possible types of motivation. 
 
4.3.1. The FSP motivation 
 
The FSP as one of the given types of motivation subsumes in this analysis two types of 
sentences. The first type includes sentences which have no other motivation from the given 
list (textual, syntactic). Their function is to focus an element, but this element is not a part of 
any structure and neither summarizes nor introduces a topic (cf. example (30)). The second 
type includes sentences which may or may not belong to some of the other categories, but 
they always have some special focusing device in Czech, most often a focusing adverb (cf. 
example (36)). These examples were included in both the FSP and the other (textual or 
syntactic) type. The first category contains the most prototypical cleft sentences, with context-
dependent information in the cleft clause and context-independent focused element: 
 
(30) That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you 
believe that. (44a) 
(30’) To je nesmysl, vykřikl jsem. To vám namluvil ten pitomec, ten učitel. (44) 
(30’’) Dette er vanvidd, utbrøt jeg. Dette er det den idioten av en lærer som har satt i 
hodet på Dem. [lit. This is crazy, shouted I. This is it the idiot teacher who has put 
into your head.] (145a) 
 
The English example (30) and its Norwegian counterpart (30’’) are both cleft 
sentences. The focused element carrying the new information is the subject in both languages, 
and such a combination of FSP and syntax is probably the strongest motivation for the use of 
the cleft construction, as it often appears in both languages (50% of all examples in this group 
  32
for both languages). These constructions are usually the SF type, with very strong focus on 
the focused element. The Norwegian example (30’’) uses fronting in addition to cleaving: the 
object dette “this” is placed initially. The fronted element achieves some focus as well, and 
the Norwegian sentence has therefore slightly different FSP than the English one. 
Another type very close to the previous one contains context-dependent information in 
both parts. 
 
(31) ... and the next moment the locomotive of the close-surveillance transport was 
running alongside the shot-up train on line number five. I swivelled my eyes round 
to see what these two would say to that, and they were staring back at me as 
though it was I who had shot up the train. (24a) 
(31’) ... lokomotivet økte farten langsomt, mens det tøffet forbi det sønderskutte toget 
på spor fem, jeg kikket forsiktig på de to SS-mennene for å se hvordan de oppfattet 
det hele, da så de på meg og det så ut akkurat som om de trodde at det var jeg som 
hadde skutt istykker toget.  [lit. ... that it was I who had shot up the train.]  (125a) 
(31’’) ... a potom lokomotiva ostře sledovaného transportu se rozjížděla podle toho 
rozstříleného vlaku na páté koleji, otočil jsem oči, abych viděl, co tomu říkají ti 
dva, a oni se na mě dívali tak, jako bych já ten vlak rozstřílel. (24) 
 
In example (31), the subject I is context-dependent. The example illustrates the same 
function of the cleft construction as example (30): to focus an element which would otherwise 
be thematic. In example (30), the subject would be thematic in a non-cleft sentence because of 
the word order. Example (31) would have very low degree of CD on the subject because of 
the word order and the context dependence. In addition, the anaphoric pronoun carries even 
lower degree of CD than a noun.  The cleft construction is used in both languages for the 
same reason. 
Apart from the SF clefts, the FSP is the main motivation for the IP clefts with two 
stressed elements. This use is not so frequent as the previous use, especially in Norwegian. 
There are 3 English examples of this type and 5 Norwegian examples. The focused elements 
are often adjuncts (3 English examples and 3 Norwegian examples) which tend to carry low 
degree of CD. It is nevertheless not the adjuncts that carry the highest degree of CD in such 
clefts; it is some context-independent element from the cleft clause, usually placed sentence-
finally. 
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(32) By three o’clock in the morning [...] he had eaten and drunk enough for five men 
[...] It was around three in the morning that he really started to get drunk and he 
pulled out his service pistol and shot at a glass standing on a windowsill,... (34a) 
(32’)  ... ve tři snědl už a vypil toho generál tolik, že by to bylo pro společnost pěti lidí 
[...] a tak ve tři hodiny k ránu začal být opilý a vytáhl služební pistoli a sestřelil 
sklenku stojící na okně... (43) 
(32’’) ...og ved tretiden om morgenen begynte han å bli full og trakk frem 
tjenestepistolen og skjøt ned et drammeglass i slepent krystall som stod i vinduet,... 
[lit. and around three in the morning started he to be drunk and pulled out the 
service pistol and shot down a crystal brandy glass that was standing in the 
window.] (43b) 
 
 
Example (32) has a scene-setting adjunct in focus. The reason for the use of the cleft 
construction is probably a recurring structure starting by the same time adjunct (three 
subsequent sentences start in this way; two of them are shown in the example). The cleft 
construction highlights, therefore, the scene-setting function of the adjunct and at the same 
time the structure as a stylistic device. The Norwegian counterpart uses a non-cleft with an 
initial adjunct. This is a special case which appears only once in the analysis. 
The next example illustrates focusing of the specification adjunct.  
 
(33) Today politics and the modern state comprise all branches of social 
administration, and so in practical ways they are striving for what philosophy 
does theoretically. It is in this sense that Plato’s demand should be understood 
that philosophers should be rulers. (89a) 
(33’) Dnes politika a moderní stát zabírá všecky obory společenské správy a usiluje 
tedy prakticky o to, oč filosofie usiluje teoreticky. V tom smyslu je rozumět 
požadavku Platónovu, aby filosofové byli vládci. (89) 
(33’)  Det er slik en må oppfatte Platons krav om at filosofene skal styre staten. [lit. It 
is like this one must understand Plato’s demand that philosophers should rule the 
state.] (89b) 
 
The manner adjunct focused in the given example is context-dependent and contains 
an anaphoric pronoun. If the adjunct were placed finally in the sentence, it would carry a very 
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low degree of CD. The cleft clause in this sentence contains context-independent information, 
which is uncontroversial and could be known to the reader. The manner adjunct refers to the 
information which is presented by the author and is not supposed to be known. Nevertheless, 
the information contained in the cleft clause has the highest degree of CD because of its 
context independence. It is also possible that the cleft is used because of the extraposed 
subordinate clause (end weight tendency). The given examples show that the IP cleft used 
without any other motivation than the FSP is not very common. In fact, most of the IP clefts 
have some additional motivation.  
The results of the analysis indicate that there is a difference in frequency between 
English and Norwegian concerning the FSP motivation. Norwegian clefts with no other 
motivation are more frequent (16% Norwegian clefts vs. 7% English clefts). Looking closely 
at these examples, we will discover that Norwegian clefts are common in direct speech or 
they represent a single sentence with no apparent reason for the use except for the distribution 
of CD within this sentence. The next two examples will illustrate such use. 
 
(34) ”den tyske representanten Danko, det er hans underskrift dere ser her, han sa i 
Hradec at han ikke ville nøle et sekund ... [”] [lit. ... the German representative 
Danko, it is his signature you see here, he said in Hradec that he wouldn’t hesitate 
a second ...] (128a) 
(34’) Znovu vám říkám, pravil a otočil se a prstem ukázal na podpis vyhlášky, sám 
tenhle říšský zmocněnec Danko prohlásil v Hradci, že nebude ani na chvilinku 
váhat! (128) 
(34’’) I tell you again, he said and turned and pointed his finger at the signature on 
the proclamation. “that Reich Plenipotentiary Danko himself announced in 
Hradec that he wouldn’t hesitate for an instant ... (128b) 
 
Neither the Czech original nor the English translation of example (34) contains the 
equivalent of the cleft sentence. It could be said that the translation does not correspond to the 
original, but a similar use of the cleft construction is observed in example (29) and it appears 
that the cleft construction is more common in spoken language in Norwegian. The cleft in 
spoken Norwegian will be further discussed in connection with questions as a type of 
syntactic motivation (cf. chapter 4.3.3.2). 
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(35) Det må ha vært en storartet forestilling bestefar Umberto oppførte ... [lit. It must 
have been a great performance grandfather Umberto made ...] (110a) 
(35’) Byl to patrně velkolepý výkon dědy Humberta ... (110) 
(35’’) Evidently Grandpa Umberto put up a magnificent performance (110b) 
 
Example (35) shows that Norwegian uses often the cleft construction to focus the 
object which in English stands in its canonical position (cf. Table 3). The object has a high 
degree of CD, especially if it is context-independent, and in English the word order is often 
enough to show the FSP of the object if there is no other motivation for cleft (four Norwegian 
examples which focus the object and have the FSP motivation correspond to non-clefts or 
different constructions in English; English focuses only one prepositional object in this way). 
The second group of clefts with the FSP motivation are clefts corresponding to a 
focusing device in Czech. This device is a focusing adverb (e.g. právě), a temporal adverb 
with focusing function (teprve, až) or some other device with similar function. This category 
includes also examples with Czech clefts (5% of all examples). The clefts included in this 
category sometimes have another motivation (textual or syntactic). However, the analysed 
examples are translations and it is presumable that a focusing device in the original influenced 
the translation. 18% of English examples of this type should in fact include also 17% 
examples with negative adjuncts because these adjuncts translate Czech temporal adverbs 
teprve and až. These examples are, however, treated separately because of the syntactic 
impact the negative adjuncts have on the word order if they stand initially.  
As far as the SF clefts are concerned, the number is lower in English (8% English 
clefts vs. 13% Norwegian clefts, cf. Tables 4 and 5). The lower number may be explained by 
the fact that English has also the pseudo-cleft construction which can be used, and, indeed, 
some of the Norwegian clefts correspond to pseudo-clefts or similar constructions in English: 
 
(36) ... for du tenker for mye på at det ikke er bare meg som leser det. (176a) [lit. ... 
because you think too much on that it not is only me who reads it.] 
(36’) ... protože příliš myslíš na to, že to nečtu sám. (176) 
(36’’) ... that I’m not the only one who reads them. (176b) 
 
 Example (36) is a cleft construction which corresponds to the Czech sentence (36’) 
with focusing pronoun sám. The English example (36’’) is a construction included by Collins 
(Collins 1991) into the category of pseudo-clefts (th-clefts). 
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 The most typical example of the SF type contains context-dependent information in 
both parts and the focused element corresponds to a sentence element which is highlighted by 
some focusing device in the original. 
 
(37) That is the whole thing: what we know we know without doubt; and with 
certainty, at least with all the certainty attainable at the time. As Aristotle said: 
man desires knowledge of Nature – yes; but it is just that certain and sure 
knowledge that he desires. (82a) 
(37’)  ... men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. [lit. ... it is 
precisely evident and certain knowledge he desires.] (183a) 
(37’’)  To je to celé: to co víme, vědět bezpečně a s jistotou, aspoň s veškerou jistotou 
té doby dosažitelnou. Jak to řekl Aristoteles: člověk od přírody baží po poznání – 
ano ale baží právě po poznání jistém a bezpečném. (82) 
 
In example (37), both parts are context-dependent. The focused element is the 
prepositional object in Czech and Norwegian, and the direct object in English. Both English 
and Norwegian translations are clefts. In addition, both languages use a focusing adverb (just, 
nettopp “just”). 
 
  The number of IP clefts is higher in English (cf. Tables 2 and 3). This is caused by 
the higher number of focused adjuncts in this category (33% of all analysed clefts in English 
are the IP type which focuses the adjunct vs. 7% of Norwegian examples of this type). The 
adjuncts are focused by other means in the Norwegian examples.  
 
(38) It was then that I noticed, at the level crossing we were approaching, a yellow 
and white automobile with the widely ridiculed letters on it. (18a) 
(38’)  A já si teprve všiml, že u přejezdu, k němuž se blížíme, stojí žlutobíle žíhaný 
vůz se známými a obecně vysmívanými písmeny. (18) 
(38’’) Først nå la jeg merke til at ved den jernbaneovergangen vi nærmet oss, sto det 
en gulhvit bil med de kjente og alment forhånende bokstavene på. [lit. Only now 
noticed I that at the level crossing we approached, stayed there a yellow-white car 
with the well-known and widely ridiculed letters on.] (18b) 
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Example (38) illustrates the IP type with a temporal adverb in Czech. In English, the 
cleft construction substitutes the focusing device of the Czech original, whereas the 
Norwegian translation keeps the temporal pronoun and the non-cleft construction with initial 
adjunct. 
To summarize the results of this part, the FSP motivation was recognized in two 
groups of clefts in this analysis. The first group includes sentences with no other motivation. 
These sentences are not a part of a larger textual structure and the syntactic behaviour plays 
no role in their use. This group is larger in Norwegian (cf. Table 4 and 5), which can be 
explained by a higher number of clefts in spoken language and by a higher number of context-
independent objects focused by this means. The second group includes clefts which translate a 
Czech sentence with some focusing device. The number of these clefts is higher in English, 
especially if we include the clefts with focused negative adjuncts. The reason for this 
difference between the two languages is that Norwegian often prefers an initial adjunct 
without cleaving where English uses the cleft construction. 
 
4.3.2. The textual functions 
 
The textual functions are closely connected with the FSP. The appropriate distribution 
of CD is a necessary prerequisite for the expression of some kind of relation between sentence 
elements, clauses or topics. The analysis shows that some of the textual functions are very 
common and similar in both languages (contrast), some of them are more common in English 
(topic launching, topic linking) and some of them are more common in Norwegian 
(summarizing function, selection). Tables 8 and 9 show the data concerning the textual 
functions. 
 
 
The textual functions of English clefts 
FSP 
type Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing Topic launching Topic linking 
SF 26 (23%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 
IP 2 (2%) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 7 (6%) 10 (9%) 
Total 28 (24%) 5 (4%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 9 (8%) 12 (10%) 
Table 8: The textual functions of English clefts (cf. Table 4). 
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The textual functions of Norwegian clefts 
FSP 
type Contrast Selection Identification Summarizing Topic launching 
Topic 
linking 
SF 21(19%) 4 (4%) 2 (2%) 5  (4%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 
IP 5 (4%) 4 (4%) 2 (2%) 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 
Total 26 (23%) 8 (7%) 4 (4%) 7(6%) 2 (2%) 6 (5%) 
Table 9: The textual functions of Norwegian clefts (cf. Table 5). 
 
4.3.2.1.  Contrast 
 
The expression of contrast is the most common function in both languages (cf. Tables 
8 and 9). The contrastive function of the cleft construction is mentioned for example by 
Huddelston: “The it-cleft is characteristically used when the foregrounded element is 
contrastive.” (Huddleston et al.: 1426) In this thesis, the contrastive function of the 
construction is recognized in examples which explicitly contrast two elements. If the contrast 
is only implicit, the example is treated as having only the FSP motivation. This is because the 
properties of the cleft construction imply some degree of contrast almost always, and the 
classification of these borderline cases would be difficult. The presence of contrast in the cleft 
construction is given by the structure: the cleft clause is presupposed and the focused element 
contrasts with the presupposition. The contrast is also logically connected to the FSP: one of 
the two contrasted elements is often context-dependent and the second element is new and 
carries the highest degree of CD (cf. example (41)).  
In this analysis, the number of contrastive clefts was almost the same for both 
languages (24% English vs. 23% Norwegian). This means that this textual function is very 
frequent and the only difference between English and Norwegian consists of a slightly higher 
ratio of the IP clefts to the SF clefts in Norwegian (cf. Tables 8 and 9). Of the 28 English 
examples expressing the contrast, 36% correspond to the cleft construction in the Norwegian 
translation, while of the 26 Norwegian examples 23% are translated as clefts also in English. 
This appears to be a high number of corresponding clefts given that the original language 
does not employ the cleft construction in these cases. 
The typical example of the contrastive function has a context-independent focused 
element and a context-dependent cleft clause. It represents, therefore, the SF type.  
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(39) Old Mr. Káňa was standing in front of the church with the onion-shaped tower, 
watching me (another time, two years earlier, it had been old Mr. Vladyka who 
had stood there and he had watched me too... (46a) 
(39’) To år tidligere hadde det vært herr Vladyka som hadde stått der ... [lit. Two 
years earlier had it been Mr. Vladyka who had stood there...] (46b) 
(39’’) U baňatého kostela stál také pan Káňa, hleděl na mě (jindy, před dvěma léty, 
tam stál pan Vladyka a taky na mě hleděl ... (46) 
 
 
Example (39) is a contrastive cleft which contrasts two persons. The focused element 
is context-independent and the cleft clause is context-dependent. Both languages employ the 
cleft construction.  
The contrast is very often based on polarity: one of the two contrasted items is negated 
and the other one is not. There are two types of such clefts. The first type has positive polarity 
in the cleft construction and negative polarity in the second part of the contrast. 
 
(40) Mennesker som taler på vegne av en nasjon eller av tiden, gir det utseende av at 
det bare er de selv som har den riktige forståelse av nasjonen, fedrelandet, tiden. 
De andre og særlig da de mer kritiske, har, etter deres påstand, ikke denne sanne 
forståelse ... [lit. People who speak in the name of a nation or of the times, give the 
impression that it only is they themselves who has the right understanding of the 
nation, fatherland, the times. The others and especially the more critical, have, in 
their opinion, not this true understanding ...] (187a) 
(40’) Lidé, kteří mluví jménem národa nebo doby, přičítají sobě samým ten jedině 
správný cit a smysl pro národ, vlast, dobu: ti druzí, hlavně ti kritičtější, podle nich 
toho pravého citu a smyslu nemají ... (187) 
(40’’) People who speak in the name of the nation, or of the times, attribute to 
themselves the only proper feeling and understanding for the nation, fatherland, 
the times; others, chiefly the more critical ones, according to them do not possess 
the proper feeling and understanding ... (187) 
 
Example (40) has positive polarity in the cleft sentence and a contrastive item in the 
subject of the subsequent clause which has negative polarity (the negative particle is 
underlined in the Norwegian example). In this example, we can say that the contrast is 
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between elements but also between clauses. The informative value of the second sentence is 
in fact rather low, because the cleft construction already implies its contents. The highest 
degree of CD in the second clause is on the contrasted element. The English counterpart of 
the cleft sentence is a non-cleft with the structure corresponding to the Czech original.  
The second type has a negative item in the cleft clause and a positive item outside. The 
second part of the contrast is often only a part of a multiple sentence element, not the whole 
sentence. 
 
(41) When dealing with women, bring your whip,” he cited Nietzsche, a philosopher 
whose other utterances were totally unknown to him. 
“My dear fellow.” sighed Klima, “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand, 
but that woman.” (92a) 
(41’) ”Når du går til en kvinne, ta pisken med,” siterte han fra Nietzsche, med den 
eneste setningen av ham han kjente. 
”Kjære deg,” sukket Klíma, ”pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.”[lit. 
”When you go to a women, take the whip,” cited he from Nietzsche, with the only 
sentence of him he knew. “Dear,” sighed Klíma, “the whip is it she who comes to 
me with.”] (191a) 
(41’’) „Když jdeš k ženě, vezmi si bič,“ citoval Nietzscheho, z jehož díla znal právě jen 
tuto větu. 
„Hochu drahej,“ povzdechl si Klíma, „bič si na mě vzala ona.“ (92) 
 
 
The English example has the element with the highest degree of CD placed sentence-
finally as the Czech original. The Norwegian example (41’) employs the cleft and fronting, 
and the distribution of CD is, therefore, slightly different because the fronted element 
achieves a higher degree of CD than the same element in its canonical position. 
Another type of contrast in not based on the same or similar grammatical structure; the 
connection between the two contrastive items is looser. It is based on semantic relations or on 
the adversative relation between sentences. 
 
(42) I was wearing that beautiful white tie with the blue dots again, but it was my hair 
she was looking at, as blond as straw ... (38a) 
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(42’) ... já jsem měl na sobě zase tu krásnou bílou kravatu s modrými puntíky, ale 
ona se mi dívala na moje vlasy světlé jako slámu ... (38) 
(42’’) ... men hun så på håret mitt ... [lit. ... but she looked at my hair ...]  (38b) 
 
Example (42) is a cleft in which the focused element my hair contrasts with that 
beautiful tie from the previous clause. The contrast is expressed by the adversative relation 
between the two clauses, but the relation between the two parts is only indirect: the 
information based on the first clause, she should be looking at that beautiful tie, is only 
inferred. The Norwegian counterpart is a non-cleft with the object in its canonical position. 
Apart from these common types of contrast, there is a group of examples in the 
analysis which are contrastive because they include a pair of a negative and a positive item, 
but the relation between elements is based on addition:  
 
(43) ... after all it is not only professors who are philosophers, every thinking man 
has some philosophy of his own ... (81a) 
(43’) Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer, hvert tenkende menneske har 
sin filosofi ... [lit. It is indeed not only professors who are philosophers, every 
thinking man has his philosophy.] (181a) 
(43’’)  ... přece nejsou filozofy jen profesoři, každý myslící člověk má nějakou svou 
filozofii ... (81) 
 
Structures like example (43) are included in the category of contrast because of the 
polar relation between two elements, but their textual function is different (there are 5% 
English and 4% Norwegian examples of this type in the analysis). 
The IP type is represented more often in Norwegian (4% Norwegian vs. 2% English 
clefts of this type, cf. Tables 8 and 9). The connection between the two elements is even 
looser, and the cleft clause becomes, therefore, informative. 
 
(44) Now it was I who served the brokers every Thursday, because Karel never came 
back. Like all rich people, the brokers were as cheerful and playful as puppies ...  
(36a) 
(44’) A tak každý čtvrtek jsem teď obsluhoval burziány já. Karel už nepřišel. A tak 
jako všichni bohatí lidé, tak i ti burziáni byli hraví a veselí jako štěňátka ...  (36) 
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(44’’) Nå fikk jeg varte opp børsspekulantene hver torsdag. Karel kom ikke mer. [lit. 
Now could I serve the brokers every Thursday. Karel came no more.] (36b) 
 
The contrast between the two elements I and Karel is based on the knowledge from 
the previous context that Karel served the brokers every Thursday (the information appeared 
several pages earlier and cannot be considered context-dependent).  The brokers is the most 
dynamic element in the cleft sentence and the subsequent clause has this element as the 
theme. The distribution of CD is, nevertheless, very balanced because the contrastive item 
carries also a high degree of CD. 
To summarize the contrastive function, it is by far the most frequent textual function 
of the cleft construction (cf. Tables 8 and 9). The contrastive clefts can be described by the 
degree of explicitness of the contrast, from contrastive pairs with similar structure and 
opposite polarity, to implicit contrastive features based on the presupposition of the cleft 
clause. Contrast is also sometimes combined with other textual functions, especially topic 
linking, which will be described later. 
 
4.3.2.2.  Selection 
 
The textual function marked as selection is not as frequent in this analysis as contrast 
(4% of English examples and 7% of Norwegian examples, cf. Tables 8 and 9). The function 
of selection is represented by two parts in the text. The first part is represented by a set of 
items. This part does not have to be explicitly listed in the text if some other element signals 
the selection. The second part selects one of these items and in our case it is the cleft sentence. 
It means that the focused element is context-dependent (provided the set of items to select 
from is listed in the text). The cleft clause is context-dependent if the nature of selection is 
known from the previous context, or context-independent if it is presented for the first time. 
Therefore, the cleft sentence may be either the SF type or the IP type, which both appear 
among the analysed examples. The function of selection is more frequent among the 
Norwegian examples (8% of Norwegian vs. 5% English clefts). The two FSP types are 
distributed similarly in the two languages. The function of selection is, as with contrast, 
closely connected to the FSP. An item selected from a list carries always additional 
irretrievable information, and the degree of CD of this element is therefore always high, even 
in the IP clefts. The use of the cleft construction for this type of textual relation is also 
convenient because of the presupposition of the cleft clause: the nature of selection (why, or 
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in what respect the item is selected) is often known from the previous context and can be 
included in the cleft clause. 
The prototypical case lists the items prior to the selection: 
 
(45) ... et par barnløse ektefolk på omlag de tredve, han teknisk tegner ved et 
planleggingskontor og hun ansatt i Statistisk Sentralbyrå, den fåmælte 
fabrikkformannen, jyplingen, sjefen for klesbutikken med frue, læreren og jeg. Vi 
lekte en lek. Det var den tekniske tegneren og hans kone som foreslo den ... [lit. a 
couple of childless husband and wife in their thirties, he technical draftsman at a 
planning office and she employed in the State Statistical agency, the taciturn 
factory foreman, the youngster, the manager of a clothing store with wife, the 
teacher and me. We played a game. It was the technical draftsman and his wife 
who proposed it ...] (148a) 
(45’) ... pár asi třicetiletých bezdětných manželů, on technický úředník projekční 
kanceláře, ona úřednice Státního úřadu statistického, zamlklý tovární mistr, pásek, 
vedoucí oděvní prodejny, jeho manželka, já a učitel. A hrála se hra. Navrhl ji 
projekční úředník a jeho manželka ... (148) 
(45’’) It was the idea of the draftsman and his wife. (148b) 
 
 
All information in the cleft construction in example (45) is context-dependent. The 
focused element is selected from a set of persons listed in the text. The only context-
independent information is the additional irretrievable information of selection. The cleft is, 
therefore, of the SF type. The English counterpart does not employ the cleft construction, but 
the FSP is distributed similarly by means of word order. 
The list of items to select from is sometimes not included in the text. Instead, a general 
term is used, or the selection is implied by some other means. The focused element can be 
context-independent in these cases: 
 
(46) Everyone praised Karas’s skill, but it was Arr-Shehir who showed the greatest 
excitement when he noticed the head of Bingo. (7a) 
(46’) Alle kom med lovord om Karas’ ferdighet, men Arr-Shehir var den som viste 
størst betatthet da han fikk se Bingos hode. [lit. Everyone came with words of 
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praise about Karas’s skill, but Arr-Shehir was he who showed greatest excitement 
when he noticed Bingo’s head] (7b) 
(46’’) Všichni chválili Karasovu zručnost a nejvíce byl uchvácen Arr-Šehir, když 
spatřil Bingovu podobu. (7) 
 
 
Example (46) illustrates the use of a general term: everyone includes, among other 
people, also Arr-Shehir who is then selected by the cleft construction. Because of this general 
term, Arr-Shehir is not context-dependent. The cleft clause includes context-dependent 
information and the cleft sentence is therefore the SF type. The Norwegian counterpart is not 
a cleft but a pseudo-cleft construction, which is much less common in Norwegian than in 
English. 
The function of selection is sometimes combined with contrast. The contrast is 
represented by a positive and a negative structure, and the selection is represented by a set of 
more than two items: 
 
(47) Det er ikke av feighet jeg unnviker dette spillet, hvis man nå kan vurdere seg 
selv, og overhodet ikke av egennytte. Jeg har rett og slett hverken krefter, tid eller 
evner til å spille dette spillet. [lit. It is not out of cowardice I avoid this game, if 
one can judge himself, and not at all out of calculation. I have simply neither 
powers, time or abilities to play this game.] (119a) 
(47’) Nestraním se, pokud může člověk sám sebe posoudit, ze zbabělosti, rozhodně už ne 
z vypočítavosti, nemám prostě už k té hře dosti sil, času ani schopností. (119) 
(47‘‘) I don’t take sides. Not out of cowardice or calculation; it’s just that I have neither the 
strength nor the time, nor the capacity for the game. (119b) 
 
Example (47) represents actually a contrast of two negative items on the one side and 
one positive item on the other side. The Norwegian cleft construction is convenient in this 
case because the Czech original is ambiguous depending on the scope of negation (either is 
the whole sentence negated or just the adjunct of reason). Because of this ambiguity, the 
motivation for the use of the cleft construction could also be syntactic. The function of 
selection is used differently in this sentence: the clefted item is negated and the selected item 
is contained in the next sentence. The connection between the listed items is not so explicit 
because two of the set are in the form of adjuncts of reason and the third one is in the form of 
a sentence (with the same semantic relation of reason to the cleft clause). 
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To summarize, the function of selection is slightly more common in Norwegian than 
in English. Both SF and IP types are included in this category. The function is very close to 
contrast in cases where the opposite polarity between the selected element and the rest of the 
items is explicitly expressed. 
 
4.3.2.3.  Identification 
According to Firbas’s description of the additional irretrievable information of 
identification (cf. chapter 2.1.2.), a context-dependent element is identified with another 
context-dependent element, and the relation between these two elements represents new 
information. The identification is to a certain degree contained in all cleft constructions 
because of the syntactic structure of the construction (the cleft construction is an identifying 
predicative construction). The textual function of identification, however, is to put two 
context-dependent elements into a new relation. The identification of two context dependent 
pieces of information represents the SF type. However, the identification of two elements 
both of which are context-dependent is very rare and the analysed sentences represent a 
slightly different type of identification. The focused element is context-dependent, and is 
typically expressed by an anaphoric expression. The cleft clause contains some information 
which either appears in the text before (although not within the retrievability span) or is 
uncontroversial and can be inferred from other information. In such cases, the cleft 
construction is of the IP type because of the context-independent information in the cleft 
clause. The main function is, nevertheless, the same: to put two pieces of information into a 
new relation. This textual function is only marginal in both languages (2% English vs. 4% 
Norwegian clefts). 
Identification in most cases gives an explanation for the previous sentence. This can be 
illustrated by the next example in which this relation between the cleft and the previous 
sentence is expressed by the conjunction: 
 
(48) Vasek would sit happily, three yards above the ground, and dreamt of leading 
the sacred elephant to Sonarpur on the Ganges, the great trading centre for 
elephants of which Arr-Shehir has told him so often; for it was there that his father 
purchased Bingo many years ago. (9a) 
(48’) Der satt Vasek lykkelig, tre meter over jorden, og drømte om å føre hellige 
elefanter til Sonapur ved Ganges, det største markedet for elefanter, det som Arr-
Shehir hadde fortalt ham så ofte om; for det var der hans far hadde kjøpt Bingo 
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for mange, mange år siden. [lit. There sat Vasek happily, three meters above the 
ground, and dreamt of leading the sacred elephant to Sonapur on the Ganges, the 
largest marketplace for elephants, which Arr-Shehir had told him so often about; 
for it was there his father had bought Bingo for many, many years ago] (9b) 
(48’’) A Vašek sedá blažen nahoře, tři metry nad zemí, a sní o tom, že vede 
posvátného slona tam někde v Sonepuru na Gangu, v tom velkém středisku 
obchodu se slony, o němž mu tak často vyprávěl Arr-Šehir, že tam jeho otec koupil 
před lety Binga. (9) 
 
 
Example (48) has a context-dependent focused element expressed by an anaphoric 
adverb there. The information contained in the cleft clause is context-independent, but it is 
uncontroversial and can be presupposed because of the knowledge of the elephant from the 
previous context. The cleft construction functions as a kind of explanation for the previous 
sentence: expresses the reason why Arr-Shehir has told him often about the place. The adjunct 
of place is probably more common than other elements in this function. The Norwegian 
translation is also the cleft construction with the same structure. The Czech original, however, 
has a different structure and the relation of identification is not highlighted.  
Norwegian examples contain slightly more cleft constructions with the identification 
function. Of the four examples, three correspond to pseudo-clefts in English. It is, therefore, 
possible, that this function is expressed more often by pseudo-clefts (especially by reversed 
pseudo-clefts) in English: 
 
(49) ... uten å behøve å la seg plage med alskens prøver, det var forresten nettopp 
derfor hovmesteren vår, som virkelig ikke hadde noen tid å miste, bestemte seg for 
å få laget det nye slippkjolen sin nettopp hos dette firmaet ... [lit. ... without having 
to bother with fitting, it was by the way precisely therefore our headwaiter, who 
really not had any time to miss, decided to have the new suit done precisely at this 
company ...] (139a) 
(49’) ... na žádnou zkoušku nemusí, proto si vlastně nechal u týhle firmy šít frak ... 
(139) 
(49’’) He didn’t have to go for a fitting, which was why he’d had his company tailor 
his coat in the first place ... (139b) 
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Example (49) highlights the adjunct of reason, which is expressed by an anaphoric 
adverb. The information in the cleft clause is context-dependent and the highest degree of CD 
is on the focused element. The English example is a reversed pseudo-cleft. The Czech original 
has often very low degree of CD on the anaphoric expression because it is context-dependent 
and in sentence-initial position. In some cases, including example (49’), there is a focusing 
adverb vlastně which highlights the element. 
The textual function of identification is not very frequently attached to the cleft 
construction. Norwegian examples contained this function more often, whereas English 
examples seem to prefer the pseudo-cleft construction for this function. The focused element 
tends to be anaphoric and it is most often an adjunct. The cleft clause is either context-
dependent or at least deducible from the previous context.  
 
4.3.2.4.   Summarizing function 
 
The summarizing function is the first of the functions which are related to the topic6 
rather than to single elements. It is probably the most interesting function from the point of 
view of the FSP. The cleft construction with summarizing function contains a context-
dependent focused element and a context-dependent cleft clause. If the cleft construction 
summarizes a larger stretch of the text (e.g. a chapter), some information may be context-
independent (outside the retrievability span). The FSP is interesting especially when both 
parts are context-dependent because the cleft construction does not bring any new 
information, only the summarizing effect. This is reflected also in the distribution of CD: 
most instances of these clefts represent divided focus with only little difference in CD 
between the focused element and the cleft clause. The summarizing sentence is typically the 
last sentence of a paragraph or of a chapter, or it at least stands towards the end of some unit. 
The summarizing function of the cleft construction is more typical for Norwegian clefts, 
whereas English prefers other devices, especially the reversed pseudo-cleft (the analysis 
contained two English clefts with this function and seven Norwegian clefts; of which four 
correspond to pseudo-clefts in English). Almost all clefts with the summarizing function 
contain an anaphoric expression (a proform) as the focused element, which makes this 
function similar to the identifying function. A typical example contains context-dependent 
information in both parts: 
                                               
6 In this analysis, the term topic is used for a sequence of several sentences or a longer piece of text which 
generally treats one problem, event etc. 
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(50) Jeg var ikke før kommet til hotellet Den Gyldne Byen Praha før sjefen tok meg i 
venstre øre, trakk meg til side og sa: ”Nå da du er pikkolo her hos oss, er det noe 
du må huske på: [...] Stum av forbløffelse gjentok jeg altså at jeg heretter skulle se 
alt som skjedde og høre alt som foregikk. Det var sånn jeg gjorde min debut. [lit. 
When I first came to The Golden Prague Hotel, the boss took my left ear, pulled 
me aside and said: “Now when you are a busboy her at us, is there something you 
must remember: [...] Mute of astonishment repeated I that I hereafter would see 
everything that happened  and hear everything that was going on. It was like that I 
did my debut.] (132a) 
(50’) Když jsem přišel do hotelu Praha, tak mne vzal šéf za levý ucho a zatahal mě 
za něj a povídá: „Jseš tady pikolík, tak si pamatuj! [...]A tak jsem udiven 
opakoval, že všechno budu vidět a všecko slyšet. A tak jsem začal. (132) 
(50’’) That’s how I began. (132b) 
 
 
The text in example (50) is shortened: the whole dialogue is longer and the cleft 
construction summarizes the topic: the focused element is anaphoric and summarizes the 
whole situation and conversation; the cleft clause is context-dependent because the situation 
describes the first day of the busboy at the new work. The next part of the text describes 
everyday activities at work and represents, therefore, a new topic. The construction is the SF 
type, but the informativeness is rather low and the degree of CD is, therefore, very similar on 
both parts. The English counterpart is a pseudo-cleft sentence with the same summarizing 
function. It is, however, questionable whether the Czech original sentence actually performs 
this function, because tak has very low degree of CD and should be probably analysed as a 
scene-setting adjunct. 
The cleft construction can also summarize the whole chapter: 
 
(51) So it was that Antonín Karas, mason from Horní Snezná, entered the circus in 
the spring of 1862. (1a) 
(51’) Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til 
sirkuset våren 1862. [lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from 
Horni Snezna, came to the circus spring 1862.] (107a) 
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(51’’) Tak přišel Antonín Karas, zedník z Horní Sněžné, v podjaří roku 1862 
k cirkusu. (1) 
 
 
Example (51) is the penultimate sentence of the whole chapter (the last sentence is 
another cleft which summarizes the chapter from a different point of view). The whole 
chapter deals with Antonín Karas who starts working at the circus. This is summarized in this 
cleft construction. The focused element is anaphoric and refers to the whole set of events 
which was described in the chapter. Both English and Norwegian constructions are clefts with 
the focused element fronted, which is unusual. The fronting highlights the adjunct even more 
and it is possible that the cleft construction highlights precisely the summarizing function of 
the focused element. The cleft is of the IP type because the information in the cleft clause 
appears much earlier in the chapter and cannot be considered context-dependent.  
Summarizing function can also be combined with contrast: 
 
(52) Sjelen har kort og godt behov for VERDEN – uten den ”går den på tomgang”. 
Medfangene betrakter meg som en introvert type som bare leser, grubler eller 
skriver på noe, men jeg er i bunn og grunn overhodet ikke slik. Det er erfaringer 
av verden som inspirerer meg, ikke mitt eget indre. [lit. The soul has simply a good 
need for the world – without it “runs it idle”. Fellow prisoners consider me an 
introvert type who only reads, ponders or writes something, but I am in reality not 
like this. It is the experience of the world that inspires me, not my own inner 
being.] (175a) 
(52’) Duše potřebuje zkrátka SVĚT – bez něj „jede naprázdno“. Spoluvězňům se 
jevím jako introvertní typ, který jen čte, hloubá nebo si něco píše, ale já v podstatě 
takový vůbec nejsem. Inspiruje mě zkušenost světa, nikoli vlastní nitro. (175) 
(52’’) What inspires me are experiences of the world, not of my own inner being. 
(175b) 
 
Example (52) illustrates a slightly different instance of summarizing. The sequence of text 
describes author’s inspiration for writing and the contrast between the inner inspiration and 
the inspiration from the world outside. The contrast between the inner and the outer world is 
contained in each of the previous sentences (the sequence is longer, only several sentences are 
used for illustration). The cleft sentence is in fact a new reformulation of the whole idea. It is 
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the penultimate sentence of the whole paragraph and concludes the topic. The last formulation 
is simpler in comparison to the previous sentences, and this gives the summarizing effect. The 
construction is the SF type and the high degree of CD is given also by the combination of 
summarizing function and contrast. In addition, this example is different because the focused 
element is not expressed by a proform but by a full lexical element. The English counterpart 
is again a pseudo-cleft sentence with the same function. 
Summarizing function is, unlike the previous textual functions, not so closely 
connected to the FSP: the sentence has low informativeness and communicative dynamism is 
often distributed quite evenly between the focused element and the cleft clause. The function 
is more frequently represented by clefts in Norwegian; English seems to prefer pseudo-cleft 
construction in these cases.  
 
4.3.2.5.  Topic launching  
 
The cleft sentences with topic launching function, as described by Hasselgård 
(Hasselgård 2004, cf. chapter 2.3.2.), consist of the context-independent focused element and 
the context-independent cleft clause. The cleft is of the IP type and the focused element 
together with the cleft clause introduce a new topic. In the analysis, this function is found 
more frequently in English clefts (8% English vs. 2% Norwegian clefts). Of the nine English 
examples, four appear in one text, an essayistic interview7.  This fact could point to a 
stylistically restricted use of the cleft construction for this function, or it could only show the 
preference of the translator for this use. The extent of this analysis is too small to answer this 
question. The focused element is almost always the subject (all English examples and one of 
the two Norwegian examples focus the subject). The relation of topic launching function to 
the FSP is close: the new rhematic element, context-independent, has a high degree of CD and 
becomes the context-dependent theme in the following text.   The typical topic launching cleft 
begins a new paragraph or a new chapter. This can be illustrated by the next example: 
 
(53) It was Plato who combined epistemological mysticism with rationalism, that is 
with radical rationalism, and after him came others. According to Plato the senses 
do not apprehend, only reason does that ... (85a) 
                                               
7 Hovory s TGM by Karel Čapek. 
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(53’) Noetickou mystiku s racionalismem, a to s racionalismem radikálním, spojil 
Platón a po něm jiní. Podle Platóna smyslové nepoznávají, jen rozum; ne 
zkušenost ... (85) 
(53’’) Noetisk mystikk forent med rasjonalisme, og til og med radikal rasjonalisme, er 
karakteristisk for Platon og andre etter ham. [lit. Epistemological mysticism 
united with rationalism, and even radical rationalism, is characteristic for Plato and 
others after him.] (85b) 
 
 
The sentence in example (53) opens a new chapter. Both parts of the cleft sentence are 
context-independent and Plato’s philosophy is further developed as the first topic of the 
chapter. The cleft sentence is of the IP type. The information in the cleft clause can be 
presented as presupposed for the reader because the name of the section is epistemology and 
the name of the chapter is rationalism; however, epistemological mysticism is not directly 
retrievable from the immediately relevant context. Moreover, the apposition carries a context-
independent modifier. A similar distribution of CD is achieved in the Norwegian translation 
by the word order (by means of a different construction).  
A SF cleft in this function appears only three times in the analysis. These instances 
contain context-dependent information in the cleft clause: 
 
(54) ”Hele to måneder lot du ikke høre fra deg, og jeg skrev til deg to ganger.” 
”Vær ikke sint på meg.” sa trompetisten. ”Det var ikke med hensikt at jeg ikke lot 
høre fra meg. Jeg ville ikke. Jeg var forskrekket over det som foregikk inne i meg. 
[lit. ”Whole two months did you not let hear from you, and I wrote to you twice.” 
“Don’t be angry at me.” said the trumpeter. “It was not intentionally that I not let 
hear from myself.” I didn’t want to. I was scared of what was going on inside me.] 
(197) 
(54’) „Celé dva měsíce ses vůbec neozval a já jsem ti dvakrát napsala.“ 
„Nezlob se na mě,“ řekl trumpetista. „Schválně jsem se ti neozýval. Nechtěl 
jsem. Bál jsem se toho, co se ve mně děje. (197) 
(54’’) I didn’t answer you on purpose. (197b) 
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Example (54) does not begin a new paragraph, but it begins a new topic: the 
explanation of the speaker why he had not written any letter to the woman. The focused 
element is context-independent and carries the highest degree of CD. It is further elaborated 
by the following sentences (the sequence is longer, only a part is used here for illustration). 
This example is different from the typical IP type because the new topic is contained only in 
the first part of the cleft. The English counterpart is a non-cleft with the adjunct in its 
canonical position. 
The topic launching function can be also combined with contrast: 
 
(55) Primitive races have no knowledge of the fear of death. People in the Middle 
Ages were not afraid of it – it is only modern man who is frightened of it. Above all 
things he is more afraid of pain that the men of old [...] And secondly – many a 
modern man is afraid of death because he is too self-indulgent – life is not for him 
a big drama, all he wants from it is food and pleasure; he is an unbeliever ... (86a) 
(55’) Primitivové neznají strachu ze smrti, středověk se jí nebál – teprve moderní 
člověk z ní má strach. Předně se víc než někdejší člověk bojí bolesti [...] A druhé – 
mnohý moderní člověk se bojí smrti, že je příliš poživačný – život mu není velkým 
dramatem, chce na něm jen jídlo a požitek; je nevěřící,... (86) 
(55’’) først det moderne menneske har dødsredslen i seg. [lit. First the modern man 
has fear of death in himself.] (86b) 
 
 
Example (55) has also context-dependent information in the cleft clause and, in 
addition, contrasts with the previous sentence and contains a focusing adverb, which makes 
the degree of CD of the focused element very high. The Norwegian counterpart employs only 
a focusing adverb.  
The topic launching function seems to be more common in English. The focused 
element is often the subject, which is typical for all clefts. The function is closely connected 
to the FSP because a rhematic element from the cleft sentence becomes thematic in the 
subsequent sentences.  
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4.3.2.6. Topic linking 
 
The typical example contains, according to Hasselgård (Hasselgård 2004, cf. chapter 
2.3.2.), a context-dependent focused element and a context-independent cleft clause. 
Therefore, it is of the IP type. The focused element is anaphoric and refers to the previous 
topic; the cleft clause introduces a new topic. As far as the relation to the FSP is concerned, it 
seems that these clefts conform to the rules of the basic distribution of CD: the anaphoric 
focused element stands initially and the new element stands finally in the sentence. The 
analysis shows that there is one more type of the cleft construction which may link two topics; 
it is a SF type with a contrastive element.  The topic linking function is much more frequent 
among English examples; it usually concerns the typical IP clefts. English examples contain 
13 topic linking clefts, of which 10 are of the IP type. Norwegian examples contain 6 
instances, of which 3 are of the IP type. Topic linking function can be illustrated by this 
example: 
 
(56) He practiced most often with the light-grey gelding Ajax. His back was 
somewhat lower and broader that those of the other horses, he was calm and 
reliable, and he paced the ring with a perfectly even step. It was for this quality 
that Berwitz had picked him for Helen’s further training. In Hamburg Helen had 
been excused from her circus lessons, but now that the ballet school was over she 
went back each morning to practice vaulting. (10a) 
(56’) Nejčastěji se mu naskýtá šeděplavý valach Ajax. Je o něco nižší než průměr 
ostatních, klidný a spolehlivý, má poměrně široký hřbet a pádí manéží v dokonale 
vyrovnaném pohybu. Pro tyto vlastnosti jej Berwitz vybral k dalšímu výcviku 
Helenčinu. V Hamburku měla Helenka volno, ale teď, když se s baletní školou 
skončilo, vrací se Helenka každé ráno k voltiži. (10) 
(56’’)  Det var derfor Berwitz hadde valt den til Helens videre trening. [lit. It was 
therefore Berwitz had chosen it [the horse] to Helen’s further training.]  (10b) 
 
In the first part of the text, the main topic is Vašek’s training on horses and the 
qualities of the horse. The cleft construction introduces a new topic, Helenka’s riding. The 
focused element is anaphoric and refers back to the qualities of the horse. The cleft clause is 
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context-independent and introduces a new topic. The Norwegian counterpart is also a cleft 
sentence with the same function.  
The focused element is always anaphoric in this type of the cleft construction and it is 
often expressed by a proform, which is similar to the summarizing function. A majority of 
English examples focus an adjunct, often a scene-setting adjunct: 
 
(57) I did [turn my back], and headed for the alleyway to the street. And it was then I 
first set eyes on Lucie. She was coming in my direction, in the direction of the 
courtyard ... (59a)  
(57’) Udělal jsem to a odcházel z dvora zpět na petřkovickou ulici. 
A tehdy jsem poprvé spatřil Lucii. Šla právě proti mně; vcházela na dvůr biografu 
... (59) 
(57’’) Da så  jeg for første gang Lucie. [lit. Then saw I for the first time Lucie.] (59b) 
 
 
In example (57) the cleft sentence connects a sequence of text where the main 
character stands in front of the cinema and contemplates with a sequence describing a sudden 
meeting with a girl. The focused element is a scene-setting adjunct. This is a recurring 
structure in the studied examples: one paragraph describes the scene and the next paragraph 
describes some event which happens on the scene. It is probable that this structure is 
especially preferred in works of fiction. The Norwegian counterpart has only an initial adverb, 
which connects the two parts.  
The second kind of the topic linking construction is the SF type. This function is 
always connected with contrast and has a negative element in focus. Both parts of the cleft 
construction are context-dependent and refer to the previous topic. The only context-
independent element is the negation. The second part of the contrast, outside the cleft 
construction, is context-independent and introduces a new topic: 
 
(58) ”Hvis De ikke gir fra Dem nøklene, må De pent bli med oss!” Stemmen slo over 
igjen. Det var ikke nøklene jeg brød meg om. Jeg hadde for lengst innsett at man 
ikke må binde seg til gjenstander, dersom man ikke vil bli deres slave. Men 
hvordan var det med rettighetene? [lit. ”If you not hand in the keys, must you go 
with us!” The voice faltered again. It was not the keys I cared for. I have for a long 
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time understood that one not must bind himself to objects if one not wants to be 
their slave. But how is it with rights?] (120a) 
(58’) „Když klíčky nevydáte, budete muset s námi!“ hlas mu znovu přeskočil. 
Nešlo mi o klíčky. Už dávno jsem pochopil, že člověk nesmí lpět na věcech, 
nechce-li se stát jejich otrokem. Ale jak je tomu s právy? (120) 
(58’’) I didn’t care about the keys.  (120b) 
 
 
Example (58) illustrates this use. The previous section is a dialogue with the police 
about handing in nøklene “the keys”, which the character refuses. The cleft construction 
negates this topic and the contrastive element, i.e. rettighetene “the rights”, is the newly 
established topic. The English counterpart is a non-cleft with similar distribution of CD. This 
may be expected because the focused element is an object and we have mentioned earlier that 
the object is often focused in Norwegian, unlike in English (cf. chapter 4.2.2.).  
To summarize, the topic linking function is the last of the textual functions. It is more 
frequent among the English examples. The focused element is often a proform. There are two 
types of clefts with this function: in the first case, the topics are both combined in the cleft 
construction; in the other case, the function is based on contrast between the previous and the 
subsequent topic.  
From the last three functions which describe the relation between topics in text, it 
seems that English prefers the cleft construction which is oriented towards the next topic. 
Norwegian, on the other hand seems to employ the construction more often for summarizing. 
This function is oriented to the previous topic and it seems that English prefers the pseudo-
cleft for this purpose.  
 
4.3.3. Syntactic motivation 
 
Syntactic motivation as described by Dušková appears in cleft sentences with multiple 
adjuncts (Dušková 1999; cf. chapter 2.3.1). The analysed examples did not contain such 
instances. However, the analysis contains a large number of English examples with a similar 
syntactic structure (cf. Table 10); the focused element is a negative or restrictive adjunct 
(especially containing only) and the adjunct is placed initially in the Czech original. A non-
cleft sentence with an initial negative or restrictive adjunct usually requires inversion in 
English, but the structure with inversion is rather formal. The cleft construction makes it 
possible to place such adjuncts initially and at the same time avoid inversion; therefore, this 
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type of the cleft construction is marked here as motivated syntactically. The second type of 
syntactic motivation concerns Norwegian. A large number of Norwegian clefts are wh-
questions. The use of the cleft construction in questions is of course motivated also by the 
FSP (the wh-word has a very high degree of CD in questions, usually it is the rheme proper). 
Nevertheless, from the analysis it appears that the use of the cleft construction is so frequent 
in questions that the FSP function is rather weak (cf. Table 10).  
 
 English clefts Norwegian clefts FSP type 
 Question Negative Adjunct Question 
SF 5 (4%) 3 (3%) 16 (14%) 
IP 3 (3%) 17 (15%) 4 (4%) 
Total 8 (7%) 20 (17%) 20 (18%) 
Table 10: Syntactic motivation in English and Norwegian. 
 
4.3.3.1.  Negative and restrictive adjuncts 
 
This category concerns only the English examples. Negative adjuncts (esp. not until + 
adjunct of time) and restrictive adjuncts (esp. only + adjunct of time) appear often among the 
analysed examples. The most common semantic role of these adjuncts is time and they 
typically translate Czech expressions containing temporal adverbs teprve and až. These 
expressions often carry a lower degree of CD than the information in the cleft clause. The 
motivation for the use of the cleft construction appears to be due the fact that they are 
thematic and their initial position in the non-cleft requires an S-V inversion. Both negative 
and restrictive adjuncts are included in one category in this analysis; the English examples 
contain 21 instances. This type is not analysed in the Norwegian clefts because Norwegian 
has always an S-V inversion when a sentence element, other than the subject, is placed 
initially. The inversion is, therefore, not marked stylistically. In fact, the cleft construction of 
this type appears only once in Norwegian (but the cleft clause of this example contains 
context-dependent information and the motivation is the FSP, cf. example (61)).  
The connection of this motivation with the FSP is not as apparent as it is in case of 
textual functions. Nevertheless, the motivation is not purely syntactic: the expressions not 
until or only function also as focusing devices because of their meaning and it is possible that 
the FSP plays some role in the preference for this construction. The Norwegian counterparts 
generally employ initial adjunct in a non-cleft construction. A large majority of these 
examples are the IP type: 
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(59) ... smaller than the saxophone that I was now holding upright, the bend of the 
corpus resting on the worn carpet (it was only then that I noticed that the carpet 
worn a woven design of a city emblem... (47a) 
(59’) ... byl menší než saxofon, který jsem stále držel zpříma, ohbím korpusu na 
prošlapaném koberci (teprve teď jsem si všiml, že na něm byl vytkán městský 
znak,... (47) 
(59’’) Først nå la jeg merke til at teppe var vevd med byvåpenet ... [lit. First now 
noticed I that the carpet was woven with the city emblem ...] (47b)  
 
 
Example (59) illustrates this use of the cleft construction. The focused element is 
context-dependent and has a low degree of CD. The cleft clause is context-independent and 
contains the most dynamic elements. The adjunct of time is by far the most typical semantic 
type focused by these negative clefts (13% of all analysed English examples). The FSP 
function is mostly the scene-setting function. The Norwegian counterpart contains a temporal 
adverb først, which gives prominence to the adverbial element. The initial position is also 
slightly more dynamic in Norwegian than the canonical sentence final position. 
Other semantic types of adjuncts are not so frequent in negative clefts; there are seven 
instances in the analysis, but six of these in one text, which probably signals some 
idiosyncrasy. An adjunct of manner and other adjuncts do not function as scene-setting 
adjuncts and their initial position is not so common. The next example shows one of these 
instances, which also combines the negative adjunct with contrastive function: 
 
(60) And write as concretely as possible, even about things that seem meaningless. It 
is only from a mosaic of apparently meaningless things that one can create an 
approximate picture of the situation and atmosphere around you outside; 
generalities don’t say so much. (74a) 
(60’) A piš hodně konkrétních věcí, i takových, které Ti připadají bezvýznamné – jen 
z mozaiky zdánlivých bezvýznamností si tu může člověk vytvářet jakýs takýs obraz 
o situaci a atmosféře venku kolem Tebe; všeobecnosti toho člověku moc neřeknou. 
(74) 
(60’’) ...her kan mann bare danne seg en slags bilde av situasjnen og atmosfæren ute 
omkring deg ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingsløse 
småting; generaliseringer sier oss ikke mye. [lit. ...here can one only form a kind 
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of picture of the situation and the atmosphere outside around you from a mosaic 
made up of apparently meaningless little things; generalisations tell us not much.] 
(74b) 
 
 
The focused element in example (60) is an adjunct of viewpoint. It is a context-
dependent element; the cleft clause is includes context-independent information and the final 
element has the highest degree of CD. The degree of CD of the focused element is, however, 
also quite high because of the contrastive element generalities. Another reason why the cleft 
construction is convenient in this case is the length of both the adjunct and the direct object; 
in a non-cleft they would both be placed after the verb and this part of the sentence would be 
too weighty. The Norwegian counterpart has this structure.   
The SF type is not very common among the examples (3% of all English examples).  
These instances have context-dependent information in the cleft clause and a temporal adverb 
with focusing function; the FSP motivation is, therefore, much stronger. This can be 
illustrated by the next example: 
 
(61) At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we 
moved into it ... (22a) 
(61’) Ten čas jsme ještě bydleli za městem, až potom jsme se přestěhovali do města 
... (22) 
(61’’) På den tiden bodde vi fremdeles på landet, det var først senere at vi flyttet inn 
til byen ... [lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we 
moved into the town.] (121a) 
 
 
Example (61) contains context-dependent information in the cleft clause and a 
context-independent adjunct in focus. The Norwegian counterpart is also a cleft sentence 
because of the FSP motivation.  
To summarize, negative and restrictive adjunct placed initially would require an S-V 
inversion.  
The cleft construction is a convenient and frequently used device which avoids it. These cleft 
sentences are generally the IP type and the clefted adjunct has often the scene-setting 
function. 
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4.3.3.2.  Questions 
 
The use of the cleft construction in questions8 is possible in both languages. There are, 
however, significant differences in their frequency and use. English examples contain 7% 
(eight examples) of clefts with the direct or indirect question; four of these correspond to 
sentences with some focusing device in Czech. Norwegian examples contain 18% (twenty 
examples) of the direct or indirect question and eight of these have some focusing device in 
Czech. In addition, almost all Norwegian questions having some focusing device in Czech 
correspond to English non-clefts. It appears, therefore, that a focusing adverb in Czech is not 
such a strong motivation for the cleft construction in English as it is in Norwegian. Twelve 
Norwegian clefts correspond to an original sentence with no focusing device. The fact that 
Norwegian grammars mention the frequent use of the construction in questions supports also 
the idea that the use in questions is not motivated only by the focusing function of the cleft 
construction. 
A large majority of the cleft questions are wh-questions (only three Norwegian 
examples are yes/no questions, the rest of the examples are wh-questions. The most typical 
instance in both languages is all context-dependent, except for the interrogative pronoun. This 
is sometimes expressed by some focusing device in Czech: 
 
(62) “What is it you’ve got, and what’s this about an elephant? (3a) 
(62’) „Tak co jste to tedy přinesl a co to má s tím slonem?“ (3) 
(62’’) ”Hva er det for slags arbeid de har fått, og hva er dette med elefanten for 
noe?” [lit. What is it kind of work you have got, and what is this with the elephant?] 
(3b) 
 
Example (62) has a focusing adverb in Czech. From the previous context it is evident 
that the main character has found some work. Therefore, the cleft clause contains only 
context-dependent information. The cleft construction is used in both languages.  
The FSP influences the use of the cleft construction also in cases when the Czech 
original has no focusing device. This is, however, much more common in Norwegian: 
 
  
                                               
8 We include also dependent interrogative clauses in the category of questions.  
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(63) ”Sa de ikke hvem det er som er på vei hit i dresinen?” [Said they not who it is 
that is on the way here in the trolley?] (130a) 
(63’) “Kdo jede v tý drezíně, neříkali?“ (130) 
(63’’) “Who’s travelling in that trolley, didn’t they say?” (130b) 
 
 
Example (63) is a typical Norwegian example. The information in the cleft clause is 
context-dependent, but in many cases it is only inferred from the context-dependent 
information. Here, for instance, the previous context supplies information about an arriving 
trolley. The fact that somebody is travelling in it is inferrable, but not directly context-
dependent. These instances are much more frequent among Norwegian examples, although 
English contains some as well.  
The cleft question is sometimes used in Norwegian in place of a different, non-
interrogative construction. This appears especially in spoken language: 
 
 
(64) ”Men så skal du også huske på at du må se alt som skjer og høre alt som 
foregår! Så, hva var det jeg sa? [lit. “But then must you also remember that you 
must see everything that happens and hear everything that is going on! So, what 
was it I said?]  (131a) 
(64’) „pamatuj si ale taky, že všechno musíš vidět a všechno slyšet! Opakuj to! (131) 
(64’’) Repeat after me. (131b) 
 
 
Example (64) is a cleft interrogative sentence used instead of an imperative sentence 
of the Czech original and English translation. The FSP is the same as in the previous example; 
the information in the cleft clause is context-dependent.  However, this example shows that 
the motivation does not have to be so strong in Norwegian. In many cases, including 
examples (63) and (64), the cleft construction reflects the FSP instead of contributing to some 
additional focus.  
To summarize the syntactic motivation, the two types presented here were clefts with 
negative or restrictive adjuncts and clefts in questions. Both of these types have some 
connection to the FSP. It appears, however, that the motivation is not purely based on the 
FSP. The use of the construction with negative and restrictive adjuncts avoids S-V inversion 
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in English and the function of the cleft construction in Norwegian questions is often to reflect 
the FSP rather than to give additional focus. 
 
4.4.  Contrastive analysis 
 
This part of the analysis uses eighty-nine English clefts and ninety-two Norwegian 
clefts. To be included, the example must have the same meaning and at least similar 
distribution of CD. The examples are divided into three groups: clefts, non-clefts and different 
construction9 (including pseudo-clefts). The group of the cleft construction which corresponds 
to the cleft construction in Norwegian is compared to the data from the whole English sample 
to find similar and different tendencies in the two languages. The categories of non-clefts and 
different constructions are then examined for the possible focusing devices which are 
employed. 
 
4.4.1. Norwegian counterparts of English clefts 
 
Focusing device 
Type of 
construction 
Cleft/ 
Pseudo 
cleft 
Cleft + 
fronting 
Cleft + 
foc. 
adverb 
Word 
order 
Initial 
adverb Fronting 
Active/ 
Passive 
Focusing 
adverb 
Initial 
temporal 
adverb 
Focusing 
pronoun None Total 
Cleft 
29 
(33%) 
3 
(3%) 
2 
(2%)         
34 
(38%) 
Different 
construction    
14 
(16%) 
2 
(2%)  
1 
(1%) 
3 
(3%) 
3 
(3%)   
23 
(26%) 
Non-cleft    
5 
(6%) 
5 
(6%) 
1 
(1%)  
8 
(9%) 
8 
(9%) 
1 
(1%) 
3 
(3%) 
31 
(35%) 
Pseudo-cleft 
1 
(1%)           
1 
(1%) 
Total 
30 
(34%) 
3 
(3%) 
2 
(2%) 
19 
(21%) 
7 
(8%) 
1 
(1%) 
1 
(1%) 
11 
(12%) 
11 
(12%) 
1 
(1%)  89 (100%) 
Table 11: Norwegian counterparts of English clefts 
 
Table 11 shows the Norwegian counterparts of English clefts. There are ninety-five 
examples because some of the sentences have two focusing devices (e.g. the cleft construction 
also involves fronting). The three examples with no focusing device were included because 
the FSP was very similar to the English translation (they corresponded to clefts with negative 
adjuncts and to an interrogative cleft) 
The number of English clefts with corresponding Norwegian clefts is rather high (the 
analysis contains thirty-four such instances). By comparison of these data with the data from 
                                               
9  A different construction is here a sentence or non-sentential expression which attributes to the same elements 
different syntactic functions than the underlying non-cleft of the cleft construction. 
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the whole analysis, we can find some similarities between the languages. The distribution of 
the SF and IP types is approximately the same as in the whole English part (53% SF vs. 47% 
IP). As far as the syntactic function of the focused element is concerned, twenty-one of these 
clefts focus the subject (62%). It is more than in the whole English analysis. It indicates that 
the use of the cleft construction for the subject is similar in the languages, whereas focusing 
of the other sentence elements differs: the object is focused in 15%, which is more than in the 
English but much less than in the Norwegian part; the adjunct is focused in 23%, which is 
more than in Norwegian but much less than in English.  
As far as the FSP, textual and syntactic motivation is concerned, the difference 
between the data from this part and the whole analysis show some differences. As expected, 
there are only 3% of focused negative adjuncts (1 instance) as opposed to 21% in the whole 
English part. This result indicates that the negative adjuncts are focused much more in 
English than in Norwegian. The other differences are not so significant. The number of 
instances with FSP motivation (without any focusing device in Czech) is slightly higher (12% 
in this group vs. 8% in the whole English part) and the number of instances with FSP 
motivation including some focusing device in Czech is also slightly higher (26% in this group 
vs. 21% in the whole English part). The higher number of FSP clefts without any focusing 
device in Czech could suggest that the FSP motivation is indeed the strongest motivation for 
the use of the cleft construction. The number of examples with some focusing device in Czech 
probably indicates that the translators use the cleft construction to substitute some other 
focusing device from the Czech original. The rest of the functions display similar results or 
the number of examples is low and no conclusion can be made.  
A large number of English clefts correspond to non-clefts10 in Norwegian (35% of all 
English examples). In comparison to the whole English part, this group includes more 
adjuncts (63%) and fewer subjects (24%). This may be expected because focused subjects 
have a higher degree of CD than subjects in their canonical position, and the difference in the 
FSP would be significant. The examples with focused adjuncts belong mostly to the category 
of negative and restrictive adjuncts. They are not usually focused in Norwegian. The focused 
subjects in SF clefts which correspond non-cleft without any focusing device are not included 
in the data because of the difference in the FSP. Some focused subjects were parts of IP clefts 
and the difference in the FSP was not so significant. Other clefts correspond to non-clefts with 
some focusing device: 
                                               
10 Non-clefts are here all sentences with the syntactic structure same or similar to the structure of the underlying 
non-cleft to the cleft construction in the example, i.e. it keeps the same element in the subject and in the object. 
The type of government and the structure of the verb do not play any role. 
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(65) ... it was I who was guilty of the non-resemblance ... (57a) 
(65’) ... nýbrž že nepodobností jsem vinen já ... (57) 
(65’)  ... at jeg selv var skyld i ulikheten ... [lit. that I myself was guilty of the non-
resemblance ...] (57b) 
 
Example (65) illustrates this type. The Norwegian translation has a focusing pronoun 
selv. The FSP is, therefore, the same as in the English and Czech examples. 
The examples with focused objects are only five and correspond to Norwegian non-
clefts with similar FSP achieved by means of the word order or by means of some focusing 
device.  
The examples with focused adjuncts are twenty-three and fourteen of these focus a 
negative adjunct. These correspond most often to non-clefts with initial adjunct: 
 
(66) ... it wasn’t until years later that something similar came into style ... (50a) 
(66’) ... teprve o mnoho let později přišlo něco podobného do módy jako chraplák ... 
(50) 
(66’’) Først lenge etterpå kom noe lignende på mote ... [lit. First long after that came 
something similar into style ...] (50b) 
 
The FSP of the Norwegian translation (66’’) is the same because the temporal adverb 
først focus the element.  
The last type is a cleft construction which corresponds to a different construction11 in 
Norwegian. This is the most heterogeneous category. It includes twenty-one examples which 
correspond in the meaning and are at least similar in the FSP. Most of them focus the subject 
(71%). This is not surprising because a different syntactic construction is a way of avoiding a 
rhematic subject. Almost all of these examples have the right FSP because of the word order. 
The right word order can be achieved by means of extraposition, different types of verbs, 
general human agent or by a non-sentential equivalent: 
 
(67) ... it was love that mattered more to them. (23a) 
(67’) ... spíš jim šlo o tu lásku (23) 
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(67’’) ... nå gjaldt det bare å smiske mot stasjonmesteren ... [lit. now mattered it only 
to make up to him.] (23b) 
(68) ... it wasn’t hate that made me do what I did, it was love ... (54a) 
(68’) ... proto jsem přísná na jiné, ne z nenávisti k nim, ale z lásky ... (54) 
(68’’) ... ikke fordi jeg hatet dem, men av kjærlighet ... [lit. ... not because I hated 
them, but out of love ...] (54b) 
(69) ... it’s always the one-acters that seem to get performed everywhere ... (73a) 
(69’) ... že všude hrají pořád jen ty aktovky ... (73) 
(69’’) ... at man overalt stadig spiller bare disse enakterne ... [lit. one everywhere 
always plays only these one-acters ...] (73b) 
(70) And it was certainly I who was to blame ... (26a) 
(70’) A zavinil jsem to jistojistě já ... (26) 
(70’’) Og det var ganske riktig min feil alt sammen ...[lit. And it was certainly my 
fault all together]  (26b) 
Example (67) illustrates the extraposition. The Norwegian example, in addition, 
includes a non-final clause which has a slightly different meaning. Example (68) includes a 
causative verb make in English, whose subject expresses the state. The Norwegian counterpart 
contains a subordinate clause with a lexical verb expressing the same state. Example (69) 
substitutes the subject with the general human agent. The change includes a switch between 
active and passive voice. Example (70) has a non-sentential equivalent to the cleft 
construction. Min “my”, substituting the focused subject, has a high degree of CD because it 
is contrastive and because feil “fault” is context-dependent.  
 
4.4.2. English counterparts of Norwegian clefts 
 
As table 12 shows, 21% of Norwegian clefts correspond to English clefts. The lower 
number in this group compared to the other part is expected because Norwegian clefts are 
more frequent and their counterparts are more often non-clefts or different constructions. The 
ratio of the SF to the IP type is also similar to the whole Norwegian part (63% SF vs. 37% 
IP). The number of focused subjects is higher (68% in this group vs. 58% in the whole 
Norwegian part). This result supports the assumption made in the previous part that the 
subject is most likely to be focused in both languages. The number of objects focused in both 
languages is similar to the previous part (16%) but the number of adjuncts is slightly lower 
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(23%). This result corresponds to the lower number of focused adjuncts in the whole 
Norwegian part. The number of cleft questions is much lower in this group (5% vs. 24% in 
the whole Norwegian part). This indicates that the cleft question is indeed much more 
common in Norwegian.  
 
Focusing device 
Type of 
construction 
Cleft/ 
Pseudo 
cleft 
Word 
order 
Initial 
adverb 
Focusing 
adverb 
Repetition 
of the 
subject 
Two 
sentences None Total 
Cleft 
19 
(21%)       
19 
(21%) 
Different 
construction  
14 
(15%) 
1 
(1%) 
3 
(3%)  
1 
(1%)  
19 
(21%) 
Non-cleft  
12 
(13%) 
3 
(3%) 
3 
(3%) 
1 
(1%) 
1 
1%) 
20 
(22%) 
20 
(22%) 
Pseudo-cleft 
11 
(12%)      
3 
 (3%) 
11 
(1%) 
Total 
30 
(33%) 
26 
(28%) 
4 
(4%) 
6 
(7%) 
1 
(1%) 
2 
(2%) 
23 
(25%) 
92 
 (100%) 
Table 12: English counterparts of Norwegian clefts. 
 
The cleft construction corresponding to the underlying non-cleft in English is slightly 
more common than it is vice versa. The largest differences are, however, in the distribution 
between the syntactic elements. Norwegian clefts with the subject in focus correspond in 
many cases to non-clefts in English (50% of all non-clefts). This result is surprising, but if we 
look closer at the examples, we will find many wh-questions with the interrogative pronoun 
functioning as the subject. The FSP of these examples is, therefore similar or the same as of 
their English counterparts. The rest of the examples have often the function of contrast or 
selection and the Norwegian cleft is the IP type: 
 
(71) ... dessuten var det de som oppførte seg som narrer, ikke jeg. [lit. ... besides was it they 
who behaved like clowns, not I.] (118a) 
(71’) ... kromě toho jako šaškové se chovali oni – nikoliv já. (118) 
(71’’) ... besides, they were behaving like clowns, not me. (118b) 
 
 
Example (71’’) illustrates this way of use. The contrast increases the degree of CD on 
the subject even though it is not focused. The highest degree of CD is the sentence final 
element, because it is context-independent.  
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The category of different constructions in English contains a large group of pseudo-
clefts12 (eleven examples). In fact, the number of English clefts and pseudo-clefts 
corresponding to Norwegian clefts is almost the same as the number of Norwegian clefts and 
pseudo-clefts corresponding to English clefts. There is only one pseudo-cleft among the 
Norwegian counterparts of the English clefts, but there is eleven pseudo-clefts among the 
English counterparts. This suggests that Norwegian clefts correspond to a certain degree to 
both clefts and pseudo-clefts (this has been already mentioned in connection to the 
summarizing and identifying function, cf. chapters 4.2.2.3 and 4.2.2.4.). The rest of the 
different constructions (twenty-one examples) correspond to clefts which focus mainly the 
subject (68%).  The most common motivation in this group is the FSP motivation without any 
focusing device in Czech. Some of the employed devices are passive, the use of a different 
type of verb and non-sentential counterpart. 
 
(72) ... i stor utstrekning er det vår redelighet, vårt alvor, vår intellektuelle ærlighet 
som gir sikkerhet for riktig erkjennelse. [lit. ... to a great extent is it our integrity, 
our seriousness, our intellectual honesty that gives certainty to the right 
knowledge.] (186) 
(72’) ... správnost našeho poznávání je do značné míry zaručena naší pravdivostí, 
opravdovostí, intelektuální poctivost ...; (186) 
(72’’) ... the correctness of our knowledge is guaranteed by our truthfulness, 
seriousness, intellectual honesty ... (186b) 
(73) ... det var forgjengeren min som hadde vist meg hvordan jeg skulle gjøre det... 
[lit. ... it was my predecessor who had showed me how I should do it ...] (133a) 
(73’) ... naučil mě to ten pikolík (133) 
(73’’) ... I learned it from the busboy... (133b) 
(74) Piken spurte hva det var som hadde hendt ham. [lit. The girl asked what is was 
that had happened to him.] (196) 
(74’) Dívka se ho zeptala, co se mu stalo ...(196) 
(74’’) She asked him to explain ... (196b) 
 
 
Example (72) illustrates the shift between an active and passive voice. In fact, this type 
appears only sporadically in both parts of the analysis. The interesting point is that Norwegian 
                                               
12 Pseudo-clefts are here all focusing constructions belonging to this category according to Collins (including the 
th-clefts). 
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has a cleft construction with the thematic subject in focus although the passive of the original 
sentence would be possible. The same holds true for example (73). Here the different FSP is 
caused by the selection of the verb. Example (74) illustrates the non-sentential counterpart. 
The Norwegian cleft is a question corresponding to the Czech original non-cleft. The English 
counterpart is a non-finite clause with the same communicative function.  
This chapter compared the analysed cleft constructions with their counterparts in the 
other language. The result showed that Norwegian cleft is more common and sometimes 
corresponds to English pseudo-cleft.  The largest differences between the two languages were 
found in the aspects mentioned earlier in connection with the FSP, syntactic function of the 
focused element and with the textual and syntactic motivation.  These differences included the 
preference for the cleft construction in English for initial negative and restrictive adjuncts; in 
Norwegian the cleft construction is preferred for questions, and it more often focuses the 
object. The comparison of clefts corresponding to different constructions showed that the set 
of possible constructions is approximately the same.  
  
Corresponding construction in the other language 
Cleft/ pseudo-cleft Non-cleft Different construction 
 
Type of motivation 
 
Focused 
element 
E-to-N Total N-to-E Total E-to-N Total N-to-E Total E-to-N Total N-to-E Total 
S 5 (5%) 8 (7%) 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 
A 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 5 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 
Foc. device 
O 3 (3%) 
9 (9%) 
3 (3%) 
12 (11%) 
1 (1%) 
6 (6%) 
3 (3%) 
5 (5%) 
1 (1%) 
5 (5%) 
1 (1%) 
2 (2%) 
S 3 (3%) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 5 (5%) 
A 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 4 (4%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 
FSP 
No foc. device 
O 0 (0%) 
4 (4%) 
0 (0%) 
4 (4%) 
1 (1%) 
2 (2%) 
2 (2%) 
7 (7%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
Cs1 (1%) 
6 (6%) 
S 7 (7%) 6 (6%) 2 (2%) 6 (6%) 8 (8%) 6 (6%) 
A 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Contrast 
O 1 (1%) 
10 (10%) 
2 (2%) 
8 (7%) 
1 (1%) 
6 (6%) 
4 (4%) 
11 (10%) 
1 (1%) 
9 (9%) 
0 (0%) 
6 (6%) 
S 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Selection 
O 0 (0%) 
3 (3%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
5 (5%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
2 (2%) 
S 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
A 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Identification 
O 0 (0%) 
2 (2%) 
1 (1%) 
3 (3%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
S 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 
A 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Summ. effect 
O 0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
5 (5%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
0 (0%) 
2 (2%) 
S 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 4 (4%) 0 (0%) 
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
topic launching 
O 0 (0%) 
3 (3%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
0 (0%) 
4 (4%) 
0 (0%) 
0 (0%) 
S 2 (2%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 
A 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 3 (3%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 
Textual 
topic linking 
O 0 (0%) 
5 (5%) 
0 (0%) 
2 (2%) 
0 (0%) 
4 (4%) 
2 (2%) 
3 (3%) 
0 (0%) 
2 (2%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
S 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 9 (8%) 1 (1%) 2 (2%) 
A 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 1 (1%) 0 (0%) 
question 
O 2 (2%) 
3 (3%) 
0 (0%) 
1 (1%) 
1 (1%) 
3 (3%) 
4 (4%) 
14 (13%) 
0 (0%) 
2 (2%) 
2 (2%) 
4 (4%) 
S 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
A 1 (1%) 15 (14%) 1 (1%) 
Syntactic 
neg. adjunct 
O 0 (0%) 
1 (1%)   
0 (0%) 
15 (14%)   
0 (0%) 
1 (1%)   
S 25 (24%) 22 (21%) 6 (6%) 21 (20%) 19 (18%) 18 (17%) 
A 10 (10%) 8 (7%) 28 (27%) 9 (8%) 5 (5%) Cs 1 (1%) 
Total all motivations 
O 6 (6%) 
41 (39%) 
7 (7%) 
37 (35%) 
4 (4%) 
38 (36%) 
16 (15%) 
46 (44%) 
2 (2%) 
26 (25%)
5 (5%) 
24 (22%) 
Total English 105 (100%) 
Total Norwegian 107 (100%) 
Table 13: Corresponding constructions in both languages with respect to possible motivation.  
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5. Conclusion 
 
Table 13 summarizes the results of the two parts of the thesis. It combines the data 
from the analysis of possible motivation with the data from the part comparing the analysed 
examples with their counterparts. The number of English examples is 105 and the number of 
Norwegian examples is 107 because of the clefts with several textual functions. The 
categories where the difference between the English and the Norwegian results was at least 
4% are in bold. 
The analysis suggests that there are indeed some differences in the use of the cleft 
construction in English and Norwegian. These differences concern the frequency, syntactic 
function of the focused element and to a certain degree all three types of motivation. On the 
other hand, the set of possible constructions which correspond to the cleft construction in the 
other language is very similar. 
As far as the frequency is concerned, the Norwegian cleft construction was 
approximately twice as frequent as the English cleft construction (cf. Table 1). As Table 13 
shows, 44% of these clefts correspond to their non-cleft counterparts in English. In the other 
direction it is only 36% and it can therefore be assumed that Norwegian clefts are sometimes 
used in contexts where the most natural English choice is a non-cleft. The other type of 
construction which corresponds to the Norwegian cleft in English is the pseudo-cleft, the 
reversed pseudo-cleft or some similar focusing construction included in the category of 
pseudo-clefts by Collins (Collins 1991). The analysis included eleven examples of Norwegian 
clefts which correspond to these constructions in English, but only one English cleft which 
corresponds to a Norwegian pseudo-cleft. 
The most prominent difference in the syntactic function was represented by a high 
number of focused adjuncts in English. This result is not in accordance with the previous 
studies by Johansson and Gundel (Johansson 2001 and Gundel 2002), where the number of 
focused adjuncts was higher in Swedish and Norwegian. The present analysis showed a strong 
preference for focusing nominal elements in Norwegian (cf. Table 3). The Norwegian 
counterparts of the cleft constructions with focused adjuncts were often non-clefts with initial 
adjuncts (cf. Table 13). This result is caused mainly by the high number of negative and 
restrictive adjuncts focused in English. It is possible that this use of the cleft construction is 
partly influenced by the Czech original where these adjuncts are placed sentence-initially. It 
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would be interesting to compare the number of these negative and restrictive adjuncts in the 
translations from Czech and in the original English texts.  
As far as the FSP is concerned, the results differed from those of Gundel (Gundel 
2002) with respect to the distribution of SF and IP clefts. The present analysis contained more 
IP clefts in English than in Norwegian (cf. Table 2). These IP clefts are represented more 
significantly in two categories: negative and restrictive adjuncts (seventeen examples) and 
topic linking (ten examples). The first group is not analysed in the Norwegian sample at all 
(there is only one focused negative adjunct) and the second group contains only three 
Norwegian examples. 
The FSP motivation without any focusing device is more frequent in Norwegian (cf. 
Table 13). Norwegian clefts more often correspond to non-clefts or different constructions in 
English. These clefts are several times contained in the direct or indirect speech (cf. examples 
(34) and (29)) and they do not have a strong focusing function. This use indicates that the 
cleft construction in Norwegian probably is not so marked as its English counterpart. This 
assumption is supported by the fact that the cleft construction in Norwegian is sometimes 
combined with fronting of some element from the cleft clause. This element achieves then 
higher degree of CD than the focused element.  
As far as the textual functions are concerned, the languages show similarities in the 
expression of contrast by the cleft construction. It is the most frequent textual function in both 
of them. Identification and the summarizing function are more frequent in Norwegian. These 
functions contain context-dependent information and they focus often a proform or another 
anaphoric expression. They are therefore oriented backwards in the text. These constructions 
correspond often to the reversed pseudo-clefts in English (cf. chapters 4.3.2.3 and 4.3.2.4.). 
On the other hand, topic launching and topic linking functions are more frequent in English 
(cf. chapters 4.3.2.5. and 4.3.2.6.). These functions are oriented forwards in the text (i.e. they 
introduce a new topic).  
The syntactic motivation shows largest differences between English and Norwegian. 
The English sample included many sentences which focused negative or restrictive adjuncts. 
These examples correspond to Czech sentences with sentence-initial adjuncts and this could 
influence the translation. Sentence-initial negative or restrictive adjuncts would require an S-
V inversion. The sentence would be stylistically marked and the cleft construction makes it 
possible to avoid this inversion. This is not necessary in Norwegian, because an S-V inversion 
is very common and unmarked. Norwegian, on the other hand, shows strong preference for 
the cleft construction in wh-questions. This is probably caused by the tendency to avoid 
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rhematic elements in the sentence-initial position or by the presupposition contained in all wh-
question (i.e. all information except for the wh-word is presupposed). Both types of syntactic 
motivation have one feature in common: the focusing effect of the cleft construction is not 
very strong. The assumption made in chapter 2.4., that the obligatory S-V inversion in 
Norwegian will lead to the use of the cleft construction to avoid this inversion was not 
confirmed by the analysis; the inversion is so common that it is stylistically neutral.  
The Norwegian counterparts of English clefts and the English counterparts of 
Norwegian clefts showed many similarities. The main focusing devices which correspond to 
the cleft construction in the other language are the same for both languages: the cleft 
construction, the word order, the focusing or temporal particles. 
The function which was most often expressed by the cleft construction in both 
languages is contrast (cf. Table 13). Some counterparts of English and Norwegian examples 
employed the word order. The sentence-final position of the element with the highest degree 
of CD was achieved by shifting between active and passive voice, by the selection of a 
different verb, by the division of a sentence into two etc. Norwegian clefts with the focused 
object often corresponded to English non-clefts with the object in its canonical sentence-final 
position. However, the subject of corresponding constructions was treated only marginally in 
this thesis and more data would be needed to find some tendencies in the two languages. 
The analysis showed that the function of the cleft construction is slightly different in 
English and Norwegian. Because of the translation from Czech, the statistical data may differ 
from the data obtained from original texts. It would be therefore interesting to compare the 
present data with the English-Norwegian analysis of original texts.  
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7. Resumé 
 
Tato diplomová práce se zabývá srovnáním anglické a norské vytýkací 
konstrukce. Srovnání je provedeno z hlediska syntaktického, aktuálněčlenského a 
textového. Analýza byla provedena na 100 anglických a 100 norských vytýkacích 
větách, které byly přeloženy z českých originálů. Pro účely této práce byly věty 
excerpovány z deseti děl českých autorů přeložených do angličtiny a norštiny. Díky 
tomuto postupu byly k dispozici srovnatelné věty ve srovnatelném kontextu. Čeština 
obsahuje v vzhledem ke zkoumaným jazykům pouze malé množství vytýkacích vět, 
protože používá ke zdůraznění primárně jiné prostředky (slovosled, lexikální 
prostředky apod.). U zkoumaných vět byl identifikován slovní druh vytčeného větného 
členu v odpovídající nevytýkací větě, typ konstrukce z hlediska aktuálněčlenského, 
možná motivace pro použití vytýkací konstrukce a také byl analyzován typ konstrukce 
použité v druhém jazyce (norský protějšek anglické vytýkací věty a naopak). 
Analýza ukázala, že je vytýkací konstrukce přibližně dvakrát častější 
v norštině (viz kapitola 4.1.: na jednu anglickou konstrukci bylo třeba 3585 slov 
českého originálu, zatímco na jednu norskou konstrukci bylo třeba jen 1786 slov). 
Podobné výsledky měla i studie Jeanette K. Gundelové (Gundel 2002) provedená na 
románu Josteina Gaardera Sofiin svět. 
Z hlediska aktuálněčlenského byly analyzované věty rozděleny do dvou typů 
(viz kapitola 2.3.1.): první typ má kontextově nezávislý vytčený člen a kontextově 
závislé členy ve vedlejší větě, tento typ se vyznačuje silným důrazem na vytčeném 
členu (typ SF). Druhý typ má kontextově nezávislé členy ve vedlejší větě. Poslední 
člen ve vedlejší větě nese část důrazu a tento typ má proto dvě informační ohniska (typ 
IP). Anglické věty obsahovaly větší podíl typu IP než norské věty (54% proti 31%). 
Z hlediska syntaktického obsahovaly anglické vytýkací věty více příkladů, 
kde byl vytčený člen příslovečné určení (40% proti 17%). Tyto věty byly často typu 
IP, což vysvětluje zvýšený počet typu IP v angličtině (viz kapitola 4.2). Studie 
Johanssona, která srovnávala anglické a švédské vytýkací konstrukce a studie 
Gundelové přitom vykazovaly více konstrukcí typu IP ve skandinávských jazycích než 
v angličtině (Johansson 2001, Gundel 2002). Tento nesoulad by mohl být dán vyšším 
podílem vytýkacích vět, kde vytčený člen je příslovečné určení s negativním nebo 
restriktivním modifikátorem v angličtině. Tato příslovečná určení jsou často málo 
dynamická a v češtině se vyskytují na počátku věty. Pokud má být tato pozice 
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v angličtině zachována, je třeba inverze podmětu a přísudku. Ta je ale příliš formální a 
vytýkací konstrukce umožňuje umístit tato příslovečná určení blíže k počátku věty, 
aniž by bylo třeba inverze. Je proto možné, že je zvýšený podíl vět s vytčeným 
příslovečným určením způsoben interakcí s jazykem originálu. 
Práce dále sledovala možnou motivaci pro použití vytýkací konstrukce. 
Motivace může být buď aktuálněčlenská (viz kapitola 4.3.1.), textová (viz kapitola 
4.3.2.)  nebo syntaktická (viz kapitola 4.3.3.). Rozbor motivace pro použití konstrukce 
tvoří hlavní část diplomové práce. 
Aktuálněčlenská motivace je typická pro všechny vytýkací konstrukce, 
protože je součástí i jiných možných motivací (hlavně textových). Vyskytovala se ve 
dvou typech vytýkacích vět. První typ neobsahoval žádnou jinou textovou nebo 
syntaktickou motivaci. Důvod pro vytčení členu byl v tomto případě pouze zvýšení 
stupně komunikačního dynamismu. Tento typ byl obvyklejší v norské části analýzy 
(7% anglických vět proti 16% norských vět). Na základě analýzy se zdá, že norština 
používá častěji vytýkací věty v přímé a nepřímé řeči, tedy v hovorovém jazyce. Druhý 
typ aktuálněčlenské motivace zahrnuje věty, které odpovídají českým originálům 
s nějakým explicitním prostředkem pro zdůraznění (nejčastěji vytýkací částice, časová 
adverbia nebo vytýkací konstrukce). Pouze v tomto bodě byly analyzovány české 
originály. Důvodem byl fakt, že se jedná o překlad a originální text mohl ovlivnit 
překladatele. V této kategorii byly celkové výsledky velmi podobné pro oba jazyky 
(18% anglických vět proti 19% norských vět). 
Seznam možných textových funkcí byl založen na dvou studiích: studii Jana 
Firbase, která se zabývá speciálními typy kontextové nezávislosti (Firbas 1995) a na 
studii Hilde Hasselgårdové, která se zabývá diskurzními funkcemi vytýkací 
konstrukce (Hasselgård 2004). Seznam typů textové motivace obsahuje vyjádření 
kontrastu, výběru, identifikace, shrnující funkce, úvod nového tématu a spojení dvou 
témat. 
Vyjádření kontrastu je velmi často spojené s vytýkací konstrukcí v obou 
jazycích (24% anglických příkladu proti 23% norských příkladů, viz kapitola 4.3.2.1.). 
Kontrastovat mohou celé struktury (dvě věty s opačnou polaritou) nebo dva větné 
členy. Kontrast je někdy kombinován také s jinými textovými funkcemi, např. 
spojením dvou témat. Některé vytýkací věty zařazené do této kategorie byly založeny 
spíše na aditivním vztahu (nejen – ale i). Naprostá většina kontrastivních konstrukcí je 
typu SF (23% SF proti 2% IP v angličtině a 19% SF proti 4% IP v norštině) 
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Druhá textová funkce je výběr (viz kapitola 4.3.2.2.). Tato funkce je trochu 
častější v norštině, ale není ani zdaleka tak častá jako kontrast (4% anglických 
příkladu proti 7% norských). Věty zahrnuté do této kategorie obvykle obsahují seznam 
členů, z kterých následně vytýkací konstrukce jeden vybere. Textová funkce 
vyjadřující výběr je blízká kontrastivní funkci, pokud je explicitně vyjádřena polarita 
mezi vybraným členem a zbytkem seznamu. Tato funkce je představována oběma typy 
konstrukcí, SF i IP. 
Třetí typ textového vztahu, identifikace (viz kapitola 4.3.2.3.), uvádí 
kontextově závislé informace (nebo informace odvoditelné z předchozího textu) do 
nového vztahu. Tento způsob použití vytýkací konstrukce není příliš častý (2% 
anglických a 4% norských příkladů), ale vykazuje určité formální rysy. Vytčený člen 
je anaforický výraz, nejčastěji proforma a vedlejší věta obsahuje kontextově závislé 
nebo odvoditelné informace. Norské příklady často odpovídají anglickým 
identifikačním strukturám (reversed pseudo-clefts a podobné struktury). 
Vytýkací konstrukce může být v některých případech použita se shrnující 
funkcí na konci nějakého úseku textu nebo i celé kapitoly (viz kapitola 4.3.2.4.). Toto 
použití je zajímavé především proto, že vytýkací konstrukce nepřináší žádné nové 
informace kromě shrnujícího efektu. Podobně jako funkce identifikace je i shrnující 
funkce orientována směrem zpět. Použití vytýkací konstrukce pro shrnutí je stejně jako 
u identifikace častější v norštině (2% anglických příkladů proti 7% norských). Norské 
příklady také často odpovídají anglickým identifikačním strukturám. Je možné, že 
orientace směrem zpět v textu je v norštině vyjádřena vytýkací konstrukcí zatímco 
angličtina preferuje identifikační struktury, ale bylo by třeba provést rozsáhlejší 
výzkum, aby se tato domněnka ověřila. 
Pátá textová funkce, úvod nového tématu (viz kapitola 4.3.2.5.), je častější 
v angličtině (8% anglických příkladů proti 2% norských). Vytčený člen byl téměř ve 
všech případech podmět. Vytčený člen i vedlejší věta jsou obvykle kontextově 
nezapojené a vyznačují se tím, že představují nové téma pro následující úsek textu. 
Poslední textová funkce je propojení dvou témat (viz kapitola 4.3.2.6.). I tato 
funkce je častější v angličtině (10% anglických příkladů proti 5% norských). Vytýkací 
konstrukce zařazené do této kategorie mají kontextově zapojený vytčený člen, který je 
často vyjádřen proformou, a kontextově nezapojené členy ve vedlejší větě, které 
představují téma pro následující úsek textu. Jiný způsob spojení dvou témat pomocí 
vytýkací konstrukce je reprezentován případy, kdy negativní vytýkací konstrukce 
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obsahuje předchozí téma a s ní kontrastuje následující kladná věta, která uvádí nové 
téma. 
Kromě textové motivace se v analýze vyskytly dvě velké skupiny vět 
s podobnou syntaktickou strukturou. Tyto typy byly zahrnuty do syntaktické motivace. 
První z nich se týká pouze angličtiny a zahrnuje věty s negativním nebo restriktivním 
příslovečným určením na pozici vytčeného členu (viz kapitola 4.3.3.1.). Tato 
příslovečná určení by na počátku nevytýkací konstrukce vyžadovala inverzi podmětu a 
přísudku. Tato konstrukce je ale příliš formální, a proto je vytýkací konstrukce 
příhodná. 17% všech anglickým příkladů obsahovalo negativní nebo restriktivní 
příslovečná určení, vyjadřující především časové vztahy (např. not until last month, 
only now atd.).  
Druhá skupina, skupina tázacích vět se týká především norštiny, přestože i 
angličtina obsahuje několik příkladů (viz kapitola 4.3.3.2.). 18% všech norských 
vytýkacích konstrukcí byly otázky, z nichž naprostá většina byly otázky doplňovací. 
Užití vytýkací konstrukce v otázce je v norštině velmi časté a zmiňují ho i gramatiky 
(např. Faarlund 1997: 1091). Zdůrazňovací funkce vytýkací konstrukce je v těchto 
případech poměrně malá a zdá se, že konstrukce spíše jen pomáhá přesunout 
rématickou informaci dále od počátku věty. 
Poslední část práce zkoumá norské protějšky anglických vytýkacích 
konstrukcí a anglické protějšky norských vytýkacích konstrukcí (viz kapitola 4.4.). 
Kapitola rozděluje tyto protějšky vytýkacích konstrukcí do třech kategorií: vytýkací a 
identifikační struktury (clefts, pseudo-clefts), nevytýkací konstrukce odpovídající 
analyzovaným vytýkacím větám a jiné konstrukce.  
Co se týče vytýkacích a identifikačních struktur, analýza ukázala, že 
nejčastěji si odpovídají vytýkací konstrukce s podmětem jako vytčeným členem. 
V norštině konstrukce s vytčeným předmětem odpovídala spíše anglické nevytýkací 
konstrukci s předmětem ve své kanonické pozici. Anglická vytýkací konstrukce 
s příslovečným určením jako vytčeným členem zase často odpovídala norské 
nevytýkací konstrukci s příslovečným určením na počátku věty. Norské vytýkací 
konstrukce odpovídaly poměrně často anglickým identifikačním strukturám (12% 
norských příkladů). 
Zajímavá je kategorie jiných konstrukcí. Tyto konstrukce byly velmi 
podobné v obou jazycích. Správná distribuce komunikačního dynamismu je dosažena 
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především slovosledem (rod činný se změní v trpný a naopak, výběr jiného slovesa 
apod.) nebo různými vytýkacími a temporálními částicemi.  
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8. Appendix 
 
1. Tak přišel Antonín Karas, zedník z Horní Sněžné, v podjaří roku 1862 k cirkusu. (EBc: 20) 
1a. So it was that Antonín Karas, mason from Horní Snezná, entered the circus in the spring 
of 1862. (EBe: 17) 
1b. Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til sirkuset våren 
1862. (EBn: 20) (lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni Snezna, 
came to the circus spring 1862.) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.   
 
2. Ale zdálo se to vysilující putování Malou Asií být bez konce a v některých vozech se  už i 
ozvalo reptání, že všecko ještě cestou zahyne, jen aby si patron dovezl plukovnické gatě. 
Nejvíce energie měli v těch dnech Anežka a slon Bingo. Anežka, všecka vyhublá vedry a 
námahou, objížděla na svém Pompovi celou karavanu, pomáhala u každého zavázlého vozu 
[...] Slon Bingo šel vytrvalým klidným chodem uprostřed karavany ... (EBc: 41) 
2a. But this exhausting journey across Asia Minor seemed to have no end, and in some of the 
wagons they began to grumble that they would all perish on the way, “and all just because the 
director had wanted his Persian colonel’s uniform.” During these days it was Anna and the 
elephant Bingo who had the most energy. Anna, wasted from the heat and exertion, rode back 
and forth on her Pompon along the whole caravan, helped at each bogged-down wagon [...] 
The elephant Bingo walked with his steady, peaceful gait in the middle of the caravan; ... 
(EBe: 42) 
2b. I denne tiden var det Anna og elefanten Bingo som hadde mest energi. (lit. In this time 
was it Anna and the elephant Bingo who had most energy.) (EBn: 41)  
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Fronted adjunct. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
3. „Tak co, pořídil, pořídil?“ ptala se paní Langermannová. „Pořídil [...] „Tak co jste to tedy 
přinesl a co to má s tím slonem?“ (EBc: 49-50) 
3a. “I found it. [...] “What is it you’ve got, and what’s this about an elephant? (EBe: 52) 
3b.”Hva er det for slags arbeid de har fått, og hva er dette med elefanten for noe?” (lit. What 
is it kind of work you have got, and what is this with the elephant?) (EBn: 49) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
4. Jarní hry do důlku vynesly mu vždy největší zásobu vyhraných fazolí a kuliček. První věděl 
o mladých ťuhýcích v trní a o vosích hnízdech na polní mezi. Vašek si mezi ostatními 
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vymyslil, jak se přes ramena druhého dostat do převislých větví farské zahrady a od humen 
sklízet tak první třešně a hrušky. (EBc: 59) 
4a. The spring games in the hollows always brought him the biggest stock of beans and 
marbles. He first knew of the young magpies in the thornbushes, and of the wasps’ nests in 
the fields. It was Vasek who, among all the others, discovered how they could climb up on 
each other’s shoulders and get into the priest’s garden to pick the first cherries and pears. 
(EBe: 63-64) 
4b. Det var Vasek som blant alle de andre oppdaget hvordan de kunne klatre opp på skuldrene 
til hverandre og komme inn i prestens hage og plukke de første kirsebærene og pærene.  
(EBn: 59) (lit. It was Vasek who among all the others discovered how they could climb up on 
the shoulders of each other and come in the priest’s garden and pick the first cherries and 
pears.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
5. Na koukání však nebylo kdy. Zvířectvo kolem dokola se dovolávalo snídaně. Karas se 
vrátil do stájí, koně mu byli přece jen ze všeho nejbližší a nejmilejší. Pomáhal je krmit a 
vynášet o nich hnůj, pak se učil správně koně vykartáčovat a čistit jim kopyta. (EBc: 64) 
5a. But there was no time for dawdling. All round him the animals were impatient for their 
breakfast. Karas turned back to the stables; it was the horses, after all, that were nearest and 
dearest to him. He helped to feed them and carried away manure. Then someone named Hans 
taught him how to curry a horse correctly and clean its hoofs. (EBe: 69) 
5b. ... når alt kom til alt, var det hestene som var nærest og kjærest for ham. (EBn: 63) (lit. ... 
after all, was it the horses that were nearest and dearest for him.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
6. Byly to věci, o kterých se vyprávěly celé legendy; jedna z nich se týkala i Cirkusu 
Humberto, jež si nadporučík baron Schönstein objednal ze Lvova ke zvláštnímu výjezdu do 
Kolomyje a tam jej čtyři dny se vším všudy napájel a hostil. 
Pak přišla ta nehoda v Mezőhegyesi: při skoku na irské lavici padl pod ním hřebec Kolibri a 
zlomil si páteř a Schönstein byl potlučen tak, že ho osm neděl flastrovali a sádrovali ve 
špitále. (EBc: 123) 
6a. There were events about which whole legends were told; one of them even concerned 
Umberto’s Circus, which Second Lieutenant Baron von Schönstein had hired in Lwow for a 
special trip to Kolomea, there to regale it for four days with food and drink.  
It was after this event that the mishap in Mezőhegyes occurred. During a jump over an Irish 
bench the stallion Kolibri fell under him and broke its spine, and Schönstein was so badly 
crushed that for eight weeks they bandaged and plastered him in hospital. (EBe: 137) 
6b. Det var etter denne begivenheten at ulykken i Mezőhegyes hendte. (EBn: 121) (lit. It was 
after this event that the accident in Mezőhegyes happened. 
 
  81
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
7. Všichni chválili Karasovu zručnost a nejvíce byl uchvácen Arr-Šehir, když spatřil Bingovu 
podobu. (EBc: 130) 
7a. Everyone praised Karas’s skill, but it was Arr-Shehir who showed the greatest excitement 
when he noticed the head of Bingo. (EBe: 146) 
7b. Alle kom med lovord om Karas’ ferdighet, men Arr-Shehir var den som viste størst 
betatthet da han fikk se Bingos hode. (EBn: 128) (lit. Everyone came with words of praise 
about Karas’s skill, but Arr-Shehir was the one who showed greatest excitement when he 
noticed Bingo’s head) 
 
1. Subject 
2. Focused element: context-independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context-
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection 
4. Norwegian counterpart: pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). 
 
8. Zkrátka, Vašku, bič musí za tebe mluvit, I say, a musí za tebe povědět koníčkům, co chceš: 
rychleji, pomaleji, neskákat nebo skočit ... (EBc: 157) 
8a. “In a word, Vasek, the whip must speak for you, I might say, must tell the horses for you 
what is it you want from them: faster, slower, jump or don’t jump ... (EBe:  175) 
8b. ... skal fortelle hestene hva det er du vil ha dem til ... (EBn: 154) (lit. ... must tell the 
horses what is it you want them to do ...) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
9.  Arr-Šehir rád vypráví; naučil se během let slušně německy ... (EBc: 189) 
9a. Vasek would sit happily, three yards above the ground, and dreamt of leading the sacred 
elephant to Sonarpur on the Ganges, the great trading centre for elephants of which Arr-
Shehir has told him so often; for it was there that his father purchased Bingo many years ago. 
Arr-Shehir loved to tell tales; in the course of the years he had learned to speak German fairly 
... (EBe: 208) 
9b. ... for det var der hans far hadde kjøpt Bingo for mange, mange år siden. (EBn: 181) (lit. 
for it was there his father had bought Bingo for many, many years ago.) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification. 
4.  Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
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10. Nejčastěji se mu naskýtá šeděplavý valach Ajax. Je o něco nižší než průměr ostatních, 
klidný a spolehlivý, má poměrně široký hřbet a pádí manéží v dokonale vyrovnaném pohybu. 
Pro tyto vlastnosti jej Berwitz vybral k dalšímu výcviku Helenčinu. V Hamburku měla 
Helenka volno, ale teď, když se s baletní školou skončilo, vrací se Helenka každé ráno 
k voltiži. (EBc: 219) 
10a. He practiced most often with the light-grey gelding Ajax. His back was somewhat lower 
and broader that those of the other horses, he was calm and reliable, and he paced the ring 
with a perfectly even step. It was for this quality that Berwitz had picked him for Helen’s 
further training. In Hamburg Helen had been excused from her circus lessons, but now that 
the ballet school was over she went back each morning to practice vaulting. (EBe: 240) 
10b. Det var derfor Berwitz hadde valt den til Helens videre trening. (EBn: 198) (lit. It was 
therefore Berwitz had chosen him for Helen’s further training.) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
11. Za války jsem nesměl chodit do školy, a nedostalo se mi tedy poučení o žádném oboru 
lidské činnosti s výjimkou žalářnictví a masového vraždění. A to mě potkalo právě v době, 
kdy je člověk s to nejvíc pochytit, kdy všude, kam pohlédne, nachází nějaké tajemství anebo 
záhadu. Nicméně právě tehdy za války navzdory internaci se mi dostalo vzácných čtvrtek 
papíru a ještě vzácnějších vodových barev. Barvy byly ty nejlacinější – jen dvanáct odstínů 
v plechové krabičce. Ale brzy jsem přišel na to, že se barvy dají navzájem míchat. (IKc: 6) 
11a. During the war I wasn’t allowed to do to school; the only branches of human activity I 
learned anything about were penal servitude and mass murder. And this happened to me at the 
most impressionable age, when one finds mystery wherever one looks. Nevertheless it was 
during the war, when I was interned by the Nazis, that quartos of paper and a set of 
watercolour paints first came into my possession. The watercolour were the cheapest kind – 
twelve different shades in a little tin tray – but I soon discovered that the colours could be 
mixed to make new ones. (IKe: 44) 
11b. Men nettopp midt under krigen fikk jeg, tross interneringen, dyrebare papirark og enda 
mer dyrebare vannfarver i hånden. (IKn: 10) (lit. But right in the middle of the war got I, in 
spite of the internment, precious sheets of paper and even more precious watercolours into the 
hands.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
12. Ještě po válce jsem věřil, že se stanu malířem, tentokráte více než domy – kasárna se 
z mého života vytratila – mě zaujaly tváře mých spolužaček. V nudných hodinách občanské 
výchovy anebo zpěvu [...] jsem pod lavicí usiloval vystihnout podobu těch něžných stvoření 
[...] Portrétování mě přivádělo do blízkosti bytostí, po nichž jsem nejvíc toužil ... (IKc: 6) 
12a. After the war, I still believed I would become a painter. The barracks had vanished from 
my life, and it was more than buildings that attracted me now; it was the faces of girls in my 
school. In social studies classes or during singing lessons [...] I tried, under my desk, to 
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capture the appearance of those graceful creatures [...] Portraiture thus brought me close to the 
beings for whom I longed ... (IKe: 44-45) 
12b. Nå var jeg ikke så interessert i hus mer (kasernen hadde forsvunnet ut av livet mitt), men 
desto mer i ansiktene til de kvinnellige klassekameratene mine. (IKn: 10) (lit. Now was I not 
so interested in houses more (the barracks had vanished out of my life), but even more in the 
faces of my girl classmates.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element – context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction. 
 
13. Chvíli před půlnocí nahlédl do kuchyně, kterou jsem proměnil ve svůj ateliér, můj bratr. 
Byl o sedm let mladší a jako budoucí exaktní vědec pohrdal uměními. Když viděl moje 
zoufalé úsilí vecpat vázu na plochu, kde pro ni nezbývalo místo, odstrčil mě od plátna, 
narýsoval na plátno i na reprodukci čtvercovou síť a pak její políčka zcela mechanicky 
přemalovával příslušnými barvami a tvary. 
Příštího dne jsme daroval své dívce kopii slunečnic a sklidil jsem pochvalu, která mi 
nenáležela. (IKc: 11) 
13a. Shortly before midnight, my brother peered into the kitchen, which I had turned into a 
studio. He was seven years younger than me and, as a future scholar of the exact sciences, he 
had a contempt for art. When he saw my desperate attempt to force the vase on the canvas, he 
pushed me aside, drew a grid of squares over both the canvas and the reproduction, and then 
began, mechanically, to fill them in with the appropriate colours and shapes. 
The next day, it was his copy of the sunflowers that I gave to my girl-friend. (IKe: 50) 
13b. Neste dag forærte jeg kopien av solsikkene til venninnen min og høstet den berømmelsen 
som ikke tilkom meg. (IKn: 16) (lit. Next day gave I the copy of the sunflowers to my girl-
friend and reaped the praise that did not belong to me) 
 
1. Object 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has the highest degree of CD on “til venninnen 
min”, but the translation corresponds better to the Czech original than the English 
translation which adds the pronoun “his”. 
 
14. Až minulý měsíc mě z ničeho nic pozval dovnitř a předvedl mi svoje dílo. (IKc: 12) 
14a. It wasn’t until last month that, for no apparent reason, he suddenly invited me inside and 
showed me his work. (IKe: 51) 
14b. Men i forrige måned inviterte han meg plutselig inn og foreviste meg verket. (IKn: 17) 
(lit. But last month invited he me suddenly in and showed med the work.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, the highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, the focus on the adjunct is achieved by word order, 
but there is no temporal adverb corresponding to “až”. 
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15. Představuje si, stejně jako většina lidí, že kdo stráví nějakou dobu ve vězení anebo 
v táboře, už se po zbytek dní, aspoň v podvědomí, strachuje o svou svobodu. 
Ve skutečnosti tomu bývá spíše naopak – častěji podléhají strachu ti, kdo znají vězení jen 
z doslechu. (IKc: 82) 
15a. She imagines, like most people, that anyone who spends some time in prison or in 
concentration camps will spend the rest of his days, at least subconsciously, in fear of losing 
his freedom. 
In fact it is usually the other way around. Often it is those who know about prison only from 
hearsay who fear it most. (IKe: 112) 
15b. I virkeligheten er det snarere omvendt – de som bare kjenner fengselet av omtale, faller 
oftere som ofre for redselen. (IKn: 100) (lit. In the reality is it rather the other way around – 
those who only know the prison by report fall more often as offers of the fear.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has a different distribution of FSP: “ofre for 
redselen” has the highest degree of CD. 
 
16. Ale nedokázal jsem překonat vnitřní odpor. To se člověk má podrobit lživému obvinění 
jen proto, aby si v dané chvíli ušetřil nepříjemnosti? Podrobím-li se teď, jak se později 
dovolám spravedlnosti? Z mé nehybnosti mě vytrhla dcera, kývla na mě, a když jsem se 
naklonil do vozu, rozhodla se navzdory své nezletilosti mi zašeptat radu ... (IKc: 88) 
16a. But I still could not overcome my feelings of resistance and disgust. Should one submit 
to a false accusation only to avoid greater unpleasantness? If I acquiesced now, how could I 
later ask for justice? 
It was my daughter who snapped me out of my indecision. She had decided, despite her 
youth, to whisper words of advice ... (IKe: 120) 
16b. Datteren min rev meg løs fra ubevegeligheten. (IKn: 107) (lit. My daughter tore me off 
from the immobility) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, it has a different distribution of FSP: “fra 
ubevegeligheten” has the highest degree of CD. 
 
17. Mluvili jsme dlouho, teprve o půlnoci jsem se dostal na palandu, která byla ze tří stran 
obložena knihami.  (IKc: 98) 
17a. We talked for a long time and it wasn’t until midnight that I finally got to bed, in a bunk 
that was lined on three sides with books. (IKe: 131-132) 
17b. Vi snakket lenge sammen; først ved midnatt la jeg meg i køyesengen som var kledt inn 
med bøker på tre sider. (IKn: 118) (lit. We talked long together; first at midnight lay I me in 
the bunk that was covered with books on three sides) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
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2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb. 
 
18. Zdálo se mi, že ti dva se dobře baví, ani nevnímají trať, ale najednou můj přítel zavolal: 
„Vidíte je? Teď si na ně můžeme houknout!“  
A já si teprve všiml, že u přejezdu, k němuž se blížíme, stojí žlutobíle žíhaný vůz se známými 
a obecně vysmívanými písmeny. (IKc: 101) 
18a. It seemed to me that the two of them were enjoying themselves and not paying any 
attention to the track, but suddenly my friend called out, “D’you see them? Now you can blow 
your horn at them.” 
It was then that I noticed, at the level crossing we were approaching, a yellow and white 
automobile with the widely ridiculed letters on it. (IKe: 136) 
18b. Først nå la jeg merke til at ved den jernbaneovergangen vi nærmet oss, sto det en gulhvit 
bil med de kjente og alment forhånende bokstavene på. (IKn: 121) (lit. First now noticed I 
that at the level crossing we were approaching, stayed it a yellow-white car with the well-
known and generally ridiculed letters on.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: FSP (+ heavy object) 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, employs temporal adverb. 
 
19. Teprve po letech jsem si plně uvědomil tíživost a rozkladnou moc stavu, kde se člověk 
bojí přijmout zprávu, kterou mu přináší kdokoliv cizí. (IKc: 128) 
19a. It wasn’t until years later that I fully realized just how oppressive and destructive a state 
is in which people are afraid to accept messages brought to them by a stranger. (IKe: 172) 
19b. Først flere år senere ble jeg fullt ut klar over hvor trykkende og nedbrytende den 
tilstanden er hvor man ikke tør ta imot en beskjed fra en fremmed. (IKn: 154) (lit. First 
several years later realized I fully how oppressive and destructive the state is in which one not 
dares to accept a message from a stranger.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb. 
 
20. Musíme si konečně uvědomit, že v nebezpečí nejsou národy, nejsou ohroženy jenom 
svobody a práva, ale je ohrožen sám život,... (IKc: 130) 
20a. We must realize at last that it is not just nations that are in danger, it is not just freedom 
and rights that are threatened, but life itself,... (IKe: 174) 
20b. Nå må vi endelig innse at det ikke er nasjonene som er i fare, at ikke bare friheten og 
rettferdigheten er truet, men livet selv,... (IKn: 156) (lit. Now must we finally understand that 
it not is the nations that are in danger, that not just freedom and rights are threatened, but the 
life itself,...) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
21. Ano, byly to trubičky z letadla, trubičky, kterými tekl benzín, a já jsem až doma navečer 
poznal, proč tatínek měl z téhle kořisti takovou radost. (BHVc: 12) 
21a. ...and that’s what they were, pipes from the aeroplane, the pipes the petrol flowed 
through. It was only when we were at home that evening that I realized why Dad was so 
delighted with this plunder. (BHVe: 8) 
21b. ... men først utpå kvelden skjønte jeg hvorfor pappa var så glad over dette funnet. 
(BHVn: 8) (lit. but first in the evening understood I why dad was so delighted with this find.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb. 
 
22. Ten čas jsme ještě bydleli za městem, až potom jsme se přestěhovali do města ... (BHVc: 
14) 
22a. At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we moved 
into it ... (BHVe: 12) 
22b. På den tiden bodde vi fremdeles på landet, det var først senere at vi flyttet inn til byen ... 
(BHVn: 11) (lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we moved into 
the town.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation:  syntactic: negative adjunct, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
23. Pak vzal pikslu se zadinou, otevřel okno a polští rysové vletěli do kanceláře, rvali se ve 
vzduchu, kdo mu sedne na rameno, a tak všichni posedali po panu přednostovi jak na nějaký 
pomník nebo kašnu, ukláněli se a lísali se k němu, docela ani nestáli o zadinu, spíš jim šlo o tu 
lásku, zobali mu tváře, ale tak něžně, jako by to byly jeho malinké děti. (BHVc: 22) 
23a. Then he picked up the bow of feed-corn, and opened the window, and the Polish silver-
points flew into the office, fighting in mid-air for the privilege of sitting on his shoulders. 
They perched all over him, like on a monument or a fountain, bowing and fawning on him, 
but they didn’t care about the corn, it was love that mattered more to them. (BHVe: 25) 
23b. ...alle strøk seg så kjærlig og innsmigrende mot ham at de helt glemte bort maten, nå 
gjaldt det bare å smiske mot stasjonmesteren,... (BHVn: 20) (lit. All rubbed themselves so 
affectionately and ingratiatingly against him that they quite forgot the food, now mattered it 
only to make up to him.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
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4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
24. ... a potom lokomotiva ostře sledovaného transportu se rozjížděla podle toho rozstříleného 
vlaku na páté koleji, otočil jsem oči, abych viděl, co tomu říkají ti dva, a oni se na mě dívali 
tak, jako bych já ten vlak rozstřílel. (BHVc: 28) 
24a. ... and the next moment the locomotive of the close-surveillance transport was running 
alongside the shot-up train on line number five. I swivelled my eyes round to see what these 
two would say to that, and they were staring back at me as though it was I who had shot up 
the train. (BHVe: 32) 
24b. ...som om de trodde at det var jeg som hadde skutt istykker toget. (BHVn: 26) (lit. ... as if 
they believed that it was I who had shot up the train.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft.  
 
25. Inženýr Honzík se na mne díval a jeho oči byly plné smutku a zlosti, že v jeho úseku se 
mu zpozdil tenhle ostře sledovaný transport. A zavinil jsem to jistojistě já ... (BHVc: 28) 
25a. Engineer Honzik looked at me, and his eyes were full of grief and anger because it was 
in his section that this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was certainly I 
who was to blame ... (BHVe: 33) 
25b. ... han var lei og sint fordi det var nettopp på hans strekning denne spesialtransporten var 
blitt forsinket. (BHVn: 27) (lit. ... he was sorry and angry because it was precisely in his 
section this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was almost certainly my 
fault everything ...) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
26. Inženýr Honzík se na mne díval a jeho oči byly plné smutku a zlosti, že v jeho úseku se 
mu zpozdil tenhle ostře sledovaný transport. A zavinil jsem to jistojistě já ... (BHVc: 28) 
26a. Engineer Honzik looked at me, and his eyes were full of grief and anger because it was 
in his section that this close-surveillance transport had been delayed. And it was certainly I 
who was to blame ... (BHVe: 33) 
26b. Og det var ganske riktig min feil alt sammen ... (BHVn: 27) (lit. And it was almost 
certainly my fault everything ...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
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27. A okýnkem ve sklepě jsem viděl, jak na perón vyšel pan výpravčí Hubička, rozkročil se a 
díval se na nebesa, a dobře jsem věděl, že už se tam nerozevírá Zdenička, nevystrkuje přes 
celá nebesa zadnici, ale tiše tam vjíždí nákladní vlak ... (BHVc: 56) 
27a. Through the window of the cellar I saw Mr. Hubička come out on the platform, spread 
out his legs and look up at the sky, and I knew quite well that it wasn’t Virginia who was 
spread out there now, jutting her bottom across the whole heaven; no, what was silently 
approaching there was a goods train... (BHVe: 70) 
27b. ...nå var det ikke lenger Zdenička han så for sitt indre blikk, med enden i været over hele 
himmelen, nei, nå var det et taust, stille godstog... (BHVn: 58) (lit. ...now it was no longer 
Zdenička he imagined, with the bottom in the air across the whole heaven, no, now it was a 
silent, calm goods train...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
28. ... dobře jsem to viděl dopředu, tak jako on, tu zodpovědnost, jak to dopadne? a když 
dobře, tak co potom? Ale já jsem na tohle nemyslel, ne že bych to nedomyslil, domyslil jsem 
to všechno do konce, ale to už mne nezajímalo, já jsem se jen soustředil na to, abych ukápl ze 
semaforu přesně na ten vagón, aby celý vlak vyletěl do povětří ... (BHVc: 63) 
28a. Had I seen it for myself in advance, just as he had, this heavy responsibility for how the 
affair would turn out? And even if well, what then? But it wasn’t of that I was thinking – not 
that it wasn’t incumbent on me to consider it, right through the end – but now that had ceased 
to interest me. I was concentrated all on this one consideration, that I should drop that thing 
from the signal precisely into the one wagon which would ensure that the whole train should 
be blown into the air ... (BHVe: 79-80) 
28b. Jaja, selv tenkte jeg ikke så mye på det.... (BHVn: 65) (lit. Well, myself thought I not so 
much on it) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order, slightly different FSP: focus on “jeg”, 
corresponds better to Czech original (contrast “on” – “já”). 
 
29. Pak mi výpravčí Hubička podal ruku, studenou a vlhkou, jako by mi podal rybu. (BHVc: 
66) 
29a. Then dispatcher Hubička held his hand out to me, cold and moist; it might have been a 
fish he was offering me. (BHVe: 84-85) 
29b. Så rakte togekspeditør Hubička frem hånden, den var kald og fuktig, akkurat som en fisk. 
(BHVn: 69) (lit. Then held dispatcher Hubička out his hand, it was cold and moist, precisely 
like a fish.) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
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4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
30. A tak jsem dopoledne byl poslán s košem pro květiny, a když jsem se vracel, viděl jsem, 
jak penzista po čtyřech leze a hledá nějaký zakutálený peníz, vlastně jsem si uvědomil na té 
cestě, že jako štamgasti sedává u nás také zahradník a mistr uzenář a řezník a majitel parní 
pekárny, že vlastně se u nás scházejí ti, kteří nám dodávají pečivo a maso ... (BHKc: 140-141) 
30a. Anyway that morning I was sent with a basket to buy fresh flowers and on my way back 
I saw a pensioner crawling around on his hands and knees looking for some change that has 
rolled away from him. It was on this errand, by the way, that I realized that the florist and also 
the sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar were all among our 
regulars. In fact, the same men who supplied us with meat and baked goods got together at 
our restaurant ... (BHKe: 12) 
30b. ...egentlig var det nettopp på denne turen jeg ble klar over at bygartneren og 
delikatessehandleren og slakteren og innehaveren av dampmeieriet også var blant våre 
stamgjester,... (BHKn: 16) (in fact was it exactly on this errand I realized that the florist and 
the sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar also were among our 
regulars.) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Clefted consituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
31. ... a pan Živnostek, kterej myslel, že to jsou zuby z fabriky, na ně dupl, ale až pozdě 
poznal, že to jsou jeho zuby dělaný na míru, a to se zase smál zubní technik pan Šlosar, ten 
rád dělal rychlý opravy, na těch se vydělalo nejvíc, proto taky, že jeho sezóna byla, když se 
začaly střílet zajíci a bažanti ... (BHKc: 152-153) 
31a. Mr. Živnostek thought they were teeth from his factory and stamped on them, but them 
realized too late that they were his own custom-made dentures, and then it was the dental 
technician Mr. Šloser who had the last laugh. He liked doing rush repair jobs because they 
brought him the most money, which is why his best time of the year was the start of the 
rabbit-and-pheasant season ... (BHKe: 27-28) 
31b. ...og da var det tannteknikeren Slosers tur til å le,... (BHKn: 30) (lit. and then it was 
dental technician Sloser’s turn to laugh.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context intependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
32. ...kolovala ta Útěcha vdov kolem stolu, tak všichni se rozeřvali a zase to honem zavřeli a 
podali dalšímu, a já, ač jsem nosil pivo, tak jsem se nedozvěděl, co to bylo za potěšení našim 
vdovám. (BHKc: 153) 
32a. As the Widow’s consolation was passed around the table each of them would open it a 
crack, hoot with laughter and then snap it shut and quickly pass it on, and even though I was 
serving them beer, I never found out what it was that consoled widows. (BHKe: 28) 
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32b. ...slik at jeg ikke klarte å finne ut mer om den gjenstanden som ble sagt å skulle trøste 
enkene våre; (BHKn: 30) (lit. so that I not managed to find out more about the object that was 
told to console widows) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
33. ...a já jsem pak slyšel, no co jsem se chtěl optat, ale na co jsem neměl odvahu se ptát, jak 
to všechno bylo dál? A zástupce to řekl sám,... (BHKc: 154) 
33a. It wasn’t until later that I heard what I’d wanted to know at the time but was too shy to 
ask: What happens next? The salesman answered in himself... (BHKe: 30) 
33b. mens jeg snarere holdt på å dø av lyst til å spørre agenten hva som skjedde etterpå. Han 
forklarte meg det selv,... (BHKn: 32) (lit. while I was almost dying from the will to ask the 
salesman what happened next. He explained it to me himself.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking; syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction; does not correspond to the original. 
 
34. ... ve tři snědl už a vypil toho generál tolik, že by to bylo pro společnost pěti lidí [...] a tak 
ve tři hodiny k ránu začal být opilý a vytáhl služební pistoli a sestřelil sklenku stojící na 
okně... (BHKc: 179) 
34a. By three o’clock in the morning [...] he had eaten and drunk enough for five men [...] It 
was around three in the morning that he really started to get drunk and he pulled out his 
service pistol and shot at a glass standing on a windowsill,... (BHKe: 62-63) 
34b. ...og ved tretiden om morgenen begynte han å bli full og trakk frem tjenestepistolen og 
skjøt ned et drammeglass i slepent krystall som stod i vinduet,... (BHKn: 58) (lit. and around 
three in the morning started he to be drunk and pulled out the service pistol and shot down a 
crystal brandy glass that was standing in the window.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb. 
 
35. ... a u soudu litoval, že místo ramene nerozsekl četníkovi hlavu i s přilbou, protože ten 
četník byl v posteli jeho paní v přilbě a s opaskem a pistolí..., a hlavně tenhle podomek si 
vymyslel a řekl to šéfovi, že já jsem chtěl po pražský jezulátko ukrást ... (BHKc: 196) 
35a. At his trial he said he was sorry he hadn’t split the gendarme’s head open helmet and all 
while he was at it because the gendarme had been in his wife’s bed, with his helmet on, 
wearing his holster and pistol. It was this same porter who invented the story that I’d tried to 
steal the Bambino di Praga ... (BHKe: 85) 
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35b. det var først og fremst gårdsgutten som hadde funnet på at jeg villle stjele Jesusbarnet fra 
Praha ... (BHKn: 77) (lit. it was primarily the porter who had invented that I wanted to steal 
the Bambino di Praga.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
36. A tak každý čtvrtek jsem teď obsluhoval burziány já. Karel už nepřišel. A tak jako všichni 
bohatí lidé, tak i ti burziáni byli hraví a veselí jako štěnátka, a když se jim povedl nějaký 
obchod, tak dovedly utrácet ... (BHKc: 206) 
36a. Now it was I who served the brokers every Thursday, because Karel never came back. 
Like all rich people, the brokers were as cheerful and playful as puppies, and when they 
closed a deal they would throw their money around ... (BHKe: 98) 
36b. Nå fikk jeg varte opp børsspekulantene hver torsdag. Karel kom ikke mer. (BHKn: 87) 
(lit. Now could I serve the brokers every Thursday. Karel came no more.) 
 
1. Subject 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, different FSP. 
 
37. ... a já jsem mu nalíval...a za mnou stál vrchní hotelu Šroubek, který to zapomenul, a já 
jsem trnul, co jsem to vyvedl ... (BHKc: 217) 
37a. Then I poured his wine. The headwaiter from the Hotel Šroubek was standing right 
behind me. It was he who had forgotten to pour the Emperor’s wine and I was nervous about 
what I’d done,... (BHKe: 111) 
37b. ... og bak meg stod hovmesteren på Hotell Šroubek, han som hadde glemt å skjenke vin 
til keiseren ... (BHKn: 99) (lit. ... and behind me was standing the headwaiter from Hotel 
Šroubek, he who had forgotten to pour Emperor’s wine.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech 
original. 
 
38. ... já jsem měl na sobě zase tu krásnou bílou kravatu s modrými puntíky, ale ona se mi 
dívala na moje vlasy světlé jako slámu ... (BHKc: 225) 
38a. I was wearing that beautiful white tie with the blue dots again, but it was my hair she was 
looking at, as blond as straw ... (BHKe: 121) 
38b. ... men hun så på håret mitt ... (BHKn: 107) (lit. ... but she looked at my hair ...) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type.  
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3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
39. ...a docela zřetelně a slyšitelně jste slyšeli, jak ten kyslík smíšený s ozónem vám protéká 
žábrami, jak ty vaše plíce a útroby se zvolna napumpovávají, jako byste, než jste sem přijeli, 
někdy dole píchly pneumatiku, už dávno jste ji píchli a teprve tady v tom vzduchu jste si ji 
automaticky dopumpovávali na atmosféry, ve kterých se jede nejen bezpečněji, ale i 
příjemněji. (BHKc: 234) 
39a. and you could hear the oxygen mixed with ozone flowing through your gills, and your 
lung and vital parts would gradually pump up, as though earlier, somewhere down in the 
valley, long before, you’d got a flat tyre, and it was only now, in this air, that you’d got it 
automatically pumped back up to a pressure that was safer and nicer to drive on. (BHKe: 131) 
39b. ...først nå i denne luften ble det automatisk pumpet opp til det trykket man må ha for ikke 
bare å ferdes sikrere, men også behagelig. (BHKn: 116) (lit. first now in this air got it 
automatically pumped up to the pressure one must have for not only to drive safer, but also 
agreeably.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct, focusing adverb. 
 
40. ...číšník v oddělení pět, kde jsem měl na starosti pět stolů v poledne a při večeři a pět 
německých těhotných dívek, kdykoliv na mne zazvoní, abych jim přinesl mléko, poháry 
horské studené vody, tyrolské koláče nebo mísy studeného masa, a vůbec všechno to, co tady 
bylo na jídelním lístku... 
A já jsem tady teprve rozkvetl, jak jsem byl dobrý při obsluhování u Tichoty nebo v hotelu 
Paříž, tak tady jsem se stal miláčkem těch těhotných Němek. (BHKc: 237) 
40a. ...so I became a waiter in section five, and I had to cover five tables at noon and at supper 
and serve five pregnant German girls whenever they rang for milk or cups of cold mountain 
water or Tyrolean cakes or plates of cold cuts – anything that was on the menu, in fact. 
It was here that I first felt myself really blossoming. Though I was good at waiting on tables at 
Tichota’s of the Hotel Paris, here I became the darling of the pregnant German girls. (BHKe: 
135) 
40b. Her blomstret jeg riktig opp. (BHKn: 119) (lit. Here blossomed I really up.) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct. 
 
 
 
41. Red Music vyhrávala (špatně, ale s nadšením šestnáctiletých) za panování nejarijštějšího 
z Arijců a jeho kulturního poskoka Dr. Goebbelse. A právě Goebbels prohlásil .... (JŠc: 11) 
41a. Red Music used to play (badly, but with the enthusiasm of sixteen years olds) during the 
reign of the most Aryan Aryan of them all and his cultural handyman, Dr. Goebbels. It was 
Goebbels who declared, .., (JŠe: 10-11) 
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41b. Det var dr. Goebbels som en gang sa:... (JŠn: 9) (lit. It was Dr. Goebbels who once 
said:...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
42. ... a že vůbec nejde o ten akt, ale o závazek, který představuje a jehož je sám jen 
dotvrzením, dotvrzením společenství, které lidé uzavírají proti životu a proti smrti, jen 
stigmatem stvořitelského činu, který bych mohl vykonat, ale já netoužil po tom činu [...] ale 
po tom těle. (JŠc: 58) 
42a. ... and that it wasn’t really a matter of the act at all but of the commitment that it 
represents, the act being merely a confirmation, a confirmation of the union that people 
conclude against life and against death, just the stigma of the act of creation which, if I 
wanted to, I might perhaps bring off; yet it wasn’t that act of confirmation I yearned for [...] 
but rather the body,... (JŠe: 60) 
42b. ... som jeg saktens ville kunne fullføre, men som jeg ikke lengtet etter. (JŠn: 121) (... 
which I no doubt could complete, but which I not yearned for.) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type.  
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, FSP does not correspond to the 
original. 
 
43. Ale to prokletí se ženy přesto zmocní a ona podlehne, jako vždycky podléhala a bude 
podléhat, a z toho prokletí se rodí nový člověk. (JŠc: 66) 
43a. But that damnation overcomes a woman all the same, and she gives in the way she’s 
always given in and always will give in, and it’s of this damnation that a new human being is 
born. (JŠe: 68) 
43b. ... og av denne forbannelsen fødes så et nytt menneske. (JŠn: 129) (lit. and of this 
damnation is being born then a new human being.) 
 
1. Adjunct (cause). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent: highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, initial adjunct. 
 
44. To je nesmysl, vykřikl jsem. To vám namluvil ten pitomec, ten učitel. (JŠc: 77) 
44a. That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you believe that. 
(JŠe: 80) 
44b.Dette er det den idioten av en lærer som har satt i hodet på Dem. (JŠn: 139) (lit. This is it 
the idiot teacher who has put into your head.) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting. 
 
45. Ale snad to byl Osud, ten mlynář, mstitel, vládce, přítel a pán – snad spravedlivý, který ji 
[válečnou sekyru] vykopal v tom vlaku, ujíždějícím šťavnatým krajem... (JŠc: 80-81)  
45a. But maybe it was Fate, the miller, the avenger tyrant, friend and lord who provided the 
means on that train rolling through the ripe August landscape,... (JŠe: 84) 
45b. Men kanskje var det Skjebnen, denne møller, hevner, hersker, venn og herre – rettferdig 
som den vel er – som tok hevnen ut i dette toget som rullet gjennom ettersommerens 
bugnende landskap... (JŠn: 142-143) (lit. But maybe was it Fate, this miller, avenger, ruler, 
friend and lord – just as he hopefully is – who took revenge in this train that rolled through 
late summer’s ripe landscape.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
46. U baňatého kostela stál také pan Káňa, hleděl na mě (jindy, před dvěma léty, tam stál pan 
Vladyka a taky na mě hleděl ... (JŠc:: 109) 
46a. Old Mr. Káňa was standing in front of the church with the onion-shaped tower, watching 
me (another time, two years earlier, it had been old Mr. Vladyka who had stood there and he 
had watched me too... (JŠe: 114) 
46b. To år tidligere hadde det vært herr Vladyka som hadde stått der... (JŠn: 33) (lit. ) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
47. ... byl menší než saxofon, který jsem stále držel zpříma, ohbím korpusu na prošlapaném 
koberci (teprve teď jsem si všiml, že na něm byl vytkán městský znak ... (JŠc: 124-125) 
47a. ... smaller than the saxophone that I was now holding upright, the bend of the corpus 
resting on the worn carpet (it was only then that I noticed that the carpet worn a woven design 
of a city emblem ... (JŠe: 131) 
47b. Først nå la jeg merke til at teppe var vevd med byvåpenet ... (JŠn: 48) (lit. First now 
noticed I that the carpet was woven with the city emblem ...) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb. 
 
48. ... pro ně to snad spíš představovalo jisté nebezpečí (styk s nižší rasou, anebo se to týkalo 
jen pohlavních styků? Těch jistě). (JŠc: 145) 
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48a. ... and it must have been more dangerous for them than for me, contact with a lower race 
– or was it only sexual contact that was meant? Certainly that, at any rate. (JŠe: 153) 
48b. Eller gjaldt det bare seksuell kontakt? (JŠn: 69) (lit. Or concerned it only sexual 
contact?) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
49. Ale já byl slepý, jenom ty šachy a šachy. Ignoroval jsem ji. A tak ona dostala takový 
nápad. Ženská. Pořídila si šaty, vypadalo to jako šachovnice [...] Naja, řekl obr s protézou [...] 
Byl jsem švábským přeborníkem, a o titul mistra Hessenska mě taky připravila ženská, řekl. 
(JŠc: 152) 
49a. But I was blind, only chess, nothing but chess. And so one day she got an idea. Female. 
She got herself a checkered dress, it looked like a chess-board [...] “Ja ja” said the giant with 
the artificial leg [...]  I was the champion of Schwaben. And it was a woman that kept me 
from winning the title of champion of Hessen. (JŠe: 161) 
49b. Og tittelen for Hessen var det et kvinnfolk som hindret meg i å få. (JŠn: 75) (lit. And the 
title for Hessen was it a woman that kept me from getting.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting. 
 
50. ... byl to puklý, zlomený, rozedraný hlas; teprve o mnoho let později přišlo něco 
podobného do módy jako chraplák ... (JŠc: 163) 
50a. ... it was a cracked, broken, tattered voice, a hoarse voice, it wasn’t until years later that 
something similar came into style ... (JŠe: 172) 
50b. Først lenge etterpå kom noe lignende på mote ... (JŠn: 86) (lit. First long after came 
something similar into style ...) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct. 
 
51. Ale klamal jsem se: to, co jsem pojmenovával lhostejností, byla ve skutečnosti zášť; její 
důvody mi unikaly, protože se mi v mém rodišti udály věci dobré i zlé jako ve všech jiných 
městech, ale ta zášť byla tu; uvědomil jsem si ji právě v souvislosti s touto cestou ... (MKŽc: 
11) 
51a. I had been deceiving myself: what I had called indifference was in fact rancor; the 
reasons for it had escaped me, because here as elsewhere I had had both good and bad 
experiences, but the rancor was there, and it was this journey that made me conscious of it ... 
(MKŽe: 3) 
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51b. Jeg var blitt oppmerksom på det nettopp i forbindelse med denne reisen ... (MKŽn: 5) 
(lit. I became conscious of it precisely in connection with this journey.) 
 
1. Subject.  
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb. 
 
52. ... zopakovat jsme si potřebovali jen to, že jsme se nezměnili, že jsme oba stále stejně sobě 
nepodobni (přičemž musím říci, že jsem tu nepodobnost měl na Kostkovi rád a že jsem s ním 
právě proto s oblibou debatoval, protože jsem si tak vždycky mohl zběžně znovu ozřejmit, 
kdo vlastně já jsem a co si myslím). (MKŽc: 15) 
52a. ... all we needed to repeat was that we had not changed, that we were as different as ever. 
(I must say that it was our differences that endeared Kostka to me and made me enjoy our 
arguments; I used them as a touchstone of who I was and what I thought.) (MKŽe: 7) 
52b. ...og da må jeg for øvrig si at jeg likte denne foskjelligheten hos Kostka og at jeg så 
gjerne debatterte med ham... (MKŽn: 11) (lit. and then must I by the way say that I liked this 
difference in Kostka and that I so enjoyed debating with him...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
53. ... jenomže já se nebudu nikdy stydět za to, že mám partaj ráda [...] Pavel má jiné ženy, už 
po nich nepátrám, dcerka zbožňuje otce, má práce je už deset let bezútěšně stejná, reportáže, 
rozhovory, pořady o splněných plánech, kravínech, dojičkách, domácnost je stejná beznaděj, 
jenom strana se na mě nikdy neprovinila ... (MKŽc: 25) 
53a. ... but they’ll never make me ashamed of loving the Party [...] Pavel has other women, I 
don’t even bother to check on them anymore, little Zdena worships him, for ten years now my 
work has been hopelessly routine, features, interviews, broadcasts about fulfilled plans and 
model barns and milkmaids, that and the equally hopeless situation at home, it’s only the 
Party that’s never done me any harm ... (MKŽn: 19) 
53b. ... det er bare Partiet som aldri har gjort noe galt mot meg... (MKŽn: 21) (lit. ... it is only 
the Party that never has done anything wrong to me ...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
54. ... že vím, co je nešťastné manželství, já právě proto jsem přísná na jiné, ne z nenávisti 
k nim, ale z lásky ... (MKŽc: 26) 
54a. ... the only reason why I was so hard on others was that I knew what an unhappy 
marriage meant, it wasn’t hate that made me do what I did, it was love ... (MKŽe: 21) 
54b. .... jeg setter store krav til andre nettopp fordi jeg selv vet hva et ulykkelig ekteskap er, 
ikke fordi jeg hatet dem, men av kjærlighet ... (MKŽn: 22) (I make enormous demands on 
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others precisely because I myself know what an unhappy marriage is, not because I hated 
them, but out of love ...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
55. Už se mnou několik měsíců nechodila, takže Zemánkova pobídka byla vlastně zbytečná; a 
přece právě tato pobídka ji přiměla k tomu, že začala přemýšlet, není-li kruté a nepřípustné 
vybízet někoho, aby se rozešel se svým druhem ... (MKŽc: 48) 
55a. She had not seen me for several months, so Zemanek’s admonition was superfluous; yet 
it was that very admonition that started her thinking about whether it was not cruel and 
morally inadmissible to encourage a person to break up a friendship ... (MKŽe: 44) 
55b. ...men likevel hadde nettopp denne oppfordringen fått henne til å tenke seg om, til å 
spørre om det ikke var grusomt og moralsk utillatelig å oppfordre noen til å bryte med sin 
venn... (MKŽn: 44) (lit. But yet had precisely this appeal made her think, ask whether it not 
was cruel and morally inadmissible to encourage someone to break with a friend...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
56. ... nechal starosvata pronášet všechny lidové obřadné řeči, ale pečlivě z nich vyškrtal 
jakékoli biblické motivy, přestože právě ony tvořily hlavní obrazný materiál lidových 
svatebních promluv. (MKŽc: 51) 
56a. ... he had that “patriarch” give all the ritual speeches, but purged them of all biblical 
motifs, even though it was precisely on these motifs that the imagery of the old nuptial 
speeches was based. (MKŽe: 47)  
56b. ... til tross for at nettopp de utgjorde det viktigste billedmaterialet i gamle bryllupstekster. 
(MKŽn: 48) (lit. in spite of that precisely they constituted the most important imagery in old 
nuptial texts.) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Cleft constituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb. 
 
57. ... že je nikoli on mým, nýbrž já jeho stínem; že nikoli jeho je možno vinit, že se mi 
nepodobá, nýbrž že nepodobností jsem vinen já ... (MKŽc: 54) 
57a. ... that I was its shadow and not it mine; that I had no right to accuse it of bearing no 
resemblance to me, but rather that it was I who was guilty of the non-resemblance ...  (MKŽe: 
50) 
57b. ... at jeg selv var skyld i ulikheten ... (MKŽe: 51) (lit. that I myself was guilty of the non-
resemblance;) 
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1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing pronoun. 
 
58. Pískl jsem na ně, ale v té chvíli se vyřítili z hospody tři jiní vojáci (bez plášťů v bez čepic) 
a rozběhli se k nim. Slyšel jsem výhružnou intonaci otázek, jejichž slova jsem nerozeznával, 
ale jejichž smysl jsem vytušil: hledali moji blondýnu. (MKŽc: 63) 
58a. But the moment I whistled to them, three other soldiers (capless and coatless) rushed out 
of the hall on their heels. All I could hear was the menacing intonation of their questions, but I 
didn’t need words to guess their meaning: it was my blonde they were after. (MKŽe: 59) 
58b. ..de var ute etter min blondine. (MKŽn: 62) (lit. ...they were after my blonde.) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
59. Udělal jsem to a odcházel z dvora zpět na petřkovickou ulici. 
A tehdy jsem poprvé spatřil Lucii. Šla právě proti mně; vcházela na dvůr biografu ... (MKŽc: 
69) 
59a. I did, and headed for the alleyway to the street. 
And it was then I first set eyes on Lucie. She was coming in my direction, in the direction of 
the courtyard ... (MKŽe: 65) 
59b. Da så jeg for første gang Lucie. (MKŽn: 68) (Then saw I for the first time Lucie.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct. 
 
60. ... proč jsem ji neminul a nešel dál? bylo to způsobeno zvláštní loudavostí mé vycházky? 
bylo to ve zvláštním pozdě odpoledním osvětlení dvora, že jsem přece jen zůstal ještě chvíli 
uvnitř něho a nevycházel na ulici? anebo to bylo v Luciině vzhledu? Ale vždyť to byl zjev 
docela obyčejný, a i když mě později právě tato obyčejnost dojímala a přitahovala, čím to, že 
mně zarazila a zastavila hned na první pohled? (MKŽc: 69) 
60a. ... why didn’t I simply walk past her? was it because I was merely drifting aimlessly? or 
because the unusual late-afternoon lighting in the courtyard held me back? or was it 
something in the way she looked? But her appearance was utterly ordinary. True, later it was 
this very ordinariness that touched and attracted me, but how was it she caught my eye and 
stopped me in my tracks the first time I saw her? (MKŽe: 65) 
60b. ...og selv om nettopp denne alminneligheten senere rørte og tiltrakk meg,... (MKŽn: 68) 
(lit. and even though precisely this ordinariness later touched and attracted me,...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
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3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
61. Potkali se tenkrát, Andy a ten člověk ze sonderkomanda, tu středu, když v plynové 
komoře něco selhalo? Rozhodně se potkali tady a teď. (ALc: 88) 
61a. Had it been that Monday when he had met that man? Certainly it was here and now they 
had met ... (ALe: 76) 
61b. De hadde i hvert fall helt sikkert møtt hverandre der og da. (ALn: 60) (lit. They had at 
least certainly met each other there and then.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
62. Asi se bál míry jejího odevzdání. Lidi se nebojí jen malých a ubohých věcí. Ty velké věci 
bych nesrovnávala s penězi. (ALc: 95) 
62a. Maybe he got scared by her devotion. It isn’t only the petty, miserable things that scare 
people. The big things do as well as those that aren’t equated with money ... (ALe: 81) 
62b. Folk blik ikke bare redde for smålige og lurvete ting, men også av store greier. (ALn: 64) 
(lit. People get not only scared by petty and miserable things, but also by big things.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order.  
 
63. Nebylo to jen její tělo, na které se dívala a jemuž naslouchala. Slyšela svůj vnitřní hlas, 
složený z mnoha hlasů, zpěvů i nářků a ozvěn. (ALc: 109) 
63a. It was not only her body that Dita gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice within 
her, compounded of many voices and echoes. (ALe: 93) 
63b. Det var ikke bare sin kropp hun iakttok og lyttet til. Hun lyttet til en stemme inne i seg. 
(ALn: 72) (lit. It was not only her body she gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice 
inside her.) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
64. Uvažovala o niti, která podivuhodně spojuje všechno, co člověk viděl, slyšel a prožil, 
s tím, co od života očekává. [...] Co to je, co obojí spojuje? Minulost a přítomnost s tím, co 
teprve přijde? (ALc: 110) 
64a. She thought of the extraordinary thread binding everything that a person has seen, heard, 
and experienced with what that person expected from life. [...] What was it that joined the past 
and the present with what was still to come? (ALe: 94) 
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64b. Hva var det som kunne forene fortid og nåtid og fremtid i ett eneste øyeblikk som dette? 
(ALn: 73) (lit. What was it that could join past and present and future in just one moment like 
this?) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
65. Proč se vlastně tvrdí, že všechny nevěsty jsou krásné? (ALc: 116) 
65a. Why is it that all brides are described as beautiful? (ALe: 99) 
65b. Hvorfor heter det seg egentlig at alle bruder er vakre? (ALn: 77) (Why is it actually said 
that all brides are beautiful?) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb. 
 
66. „Mám strach, že bych v nich vypadala moc svůdná.“  
„Strach z toho mají princezny jako vy dvě, až po první nespokojenosti,“ podotkla 
Bohorodička. (ALc: 117) 
66a. “I’m afraid they’d make me look to alluring.”  
“It’s only after the first disappointing experience that princesses like you two are afraid of it.” 
Brita observed knowingly. (ALe: 99) 
66b. ”Det er vel bare to princesser som dere som ville være redd for noe sånt, etter den første 
skuffelsen,” bemerket Brita megetsigende. (ALn: 77) (lit. “It is no doubt only princesses like 
you who would be afraid of something like this after the first disappointment,” observed Brita 
knowingly.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, meaning and does not correspond to the original. 
 
67. „Ne,“ řekla. „Nikdo neví, koho bude potřebovat a kdo ho může vytáhnout z bryndy.“ 
(ALc: 133) 
67a. “No. Nobody knows who they are going to need, or when or who is it that can pull them 
out of the mud. (ALe: 114) 
67b. Ingen vet hvem de vil komme til å trenge og hvem som vil kunne trekke dem opp av 
gjørmen. (ALn: 89) (lit. Nobody knows who they are going to need and who will be able to 
pull them out of the mud.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
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4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
68. „Byl bys radši, kdybych mlčela, abys mohl taky mlčet? Nic neříkat?“  
Nebyla to jen slova, po kterých se jí stýskalo, ale i hlas, který si přála slyšet. (ALc: 154) 
68a. For him it was better to remain silent. 
It was not his words she longed for. She just wanted to hear his voice. (ALe: 136) 
68b. Det var ikke ordene hun lengtet etter å høre. Hun ville bare høre en stemme. (ALn: 106) 
(lit. It was not words she longed to hear. She wanted only to hear a voice.) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent; Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. (the Czech original does not correspond to the 
translations; there are probably different versions of the text.) 
 
69. Horší bylo, když mě poprvé ostříhali dohola. A že mě stříhal muž. (ALc: 167) 
69a. It was worse when they first shaved my head bare, and that it was a man who did it. 
(ALe: 153) 
69b. Det verste var at de nå for første gang snauklipte meg, og at det var en mann som gjorde 
det. (ALn: 123) (lit. The worst was that they now for the first time cut my hair, and that it was 
a man who did it.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
70. Proč každý, kdo něco udělá nebo něco hezkého prožije, hned myslí na to, jak na to bude 
za rok nebo za padesát let vzpomínat? (ALc: 168) 
70a. Why is it that everybody who’s had some wonderful experience immediately starts 
wondering how it will seem a year from now, how they’ll recall it in fifty years? (ALe: 154) 
70b. Når vi opplever eller gjør noe vidunderlig, hvorfor tenker vi da alltid på hvordan det 
kommer til å være om ett år eller om femti år? (ALn: 124) (When we experience or do 
something wonderful, why think we then always on how it is going to be in one year or fifty 
years?) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
71. ... mám v úmyslu podniknout – jestli to půjde – určitý krok (pozval jsem v té věci 
obhájce). Chci to udělat především kvůli svému dobrému pocitu – že jsem to byl já, kdo 
udělal za celou věcí tu správnou tečku. (VHc: 25) 
71a. ... there is a step I intend to take, if I can (I’ve asked my lawyer in for consultation), 
mainly for the sake of my own feelings; I’d like to think it was I who brought the whole 
matter to a proper conclusion. (VHe: 38) 
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71b. ... for at den ikke skal gjøre det, akter jeg – hvis det går – å foreta et viss skritt (og i den 
anledning har jeg bedt forsvareren om å komme hit). Jeg vil gjøre det først og fremst form 
min egen sjelefreds skyld – at det var jeg som satte det riktige punktum for hele saken. (VHn: 
29) (lit. ...that it was I who put the right full stop for the whole matter.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
 
72. Když na mne padá beznaděj, jóguji – a pomáhá to. Deprimují mne maličkosti – nikoli 
celková situace. (VHc: 47) 
72a. When hopelessness comes over me, I do yoga and it helps. It’s the trivial details that 
depress me, never the general situation. (VHe: 57) 
72b. Det er småting som deprimerer meg – ikke situasjonen i sin helhet. (VHn: 47) (lit. It is 
little things that depress me – not the situation as a whole.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
73. Velmi mne potěšily zprávy o úspěchu mých aktovek ve Francii. Jen mne trochu mrzí, že 
všude hrají pořád jen ty aktovky a nikdo si nevzpomene na Žebráckou operu, natož na Horský 
hotel. (VHc: 71) 
73a. I was delighted by the news that my one-acters were a success in France, though I’m a 
little disappointed that it’s always the one-acters that seem to get performed everywhere, 
while no one remembers The Beggar’s Opera, not to mention The Mountain Hotel. (VHe: 84) 
73b. Det ergrer meg bare at man overalt stadig spiller bare disse enakterne og ingen tenker på 
Tiggeroperaen, enn si Fjellpensjonatet. (VHn: 71) (lit. It annoys me only that one everywhere 
always plays only these one-acters and nobody thinks of The Beggar’s Opera, let alone The 
Mountain Hotel.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
74. A piš hodně konkrétních věcí, i takových, které Ti připadají bezvýznamné – jen z mozaiky 
zdánlivých bezvýznamností si tu může člověk vytvářet jakýs takýs obraz o situaci a atmosféře 
venku kolem Tebe; všeobecnosti toho člověku moc neřeknou. (VHc: 71-72) 
74a. And write as concretely as possible, even about things that seem meaningless. It is only 
from a mosaic of apparently meaningless things that one can create an approximate picture of 
the situation and atmosphere around you outside; generalities don’t say so much. (VHe: 84) 
74b. ...her kan mann bare danne seg en slags bilde av situasjnen og atmosfæren ute omkring 
deg ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingsløse småting; generaliseringer 
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sier oss ikke mye. (VHn: 71) (lit. ...here can one only form a kind of picture of the situation 
and the atmosphere outside around you from a mosaic made up of apparently meaningless 
little things; generalisations tell us not much.) 
 
1. Adjunct (source). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast; syntactic: negative adjunct (heavy object and 
adjunct). 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, word order, different FSP, highest degree of CD on 
“ut fra en mosaikk, sammnesatt av tilsynelatende betyndingsløse småting”. 
 
75. Milá Olgo, 
jak víš, nikdy jsem nepsal propisovačkami, a proto jsem o nich taky nic nevěděl a ani 
nepotřeboval vědět. Teprve zde jsem pochopil, jaké jsou mezi nimi rozdíly. (VHc: 80) 
75a. Dear Olga, 
As you know, I’ve never written with a ball-point pen and therefore I knew nothing about 
them, nor did I need to. It’s only here that I’ve come to understand there are ballpoints and 
ballpoints. (VHe: 91) 
75b. Først her har jeg forstått hvor store forskjeller det er på dem. (VHn: 79) (lit. First here 
have I understood how big differences there are between them.) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct. 
 
76. Ale já začal vlastně něčím docela jiným: otázkou, zda má všechno smysl. Skutečnost, že 
poslední a rozhodující odpověď mohu najít jen sám v sobě, neznamená přirozeně, že bych se 
nezajímal o to, co si o tom myslí „vnější svět“, nebo že by mne tento vnější svět nezajímal. 
V něm přece žiju, on mi mé možnosti vytváří, z jeho materie se strukturují mě životní 
alternativy a jedině skrze něj se vztahuji i k tomu „vyššímu“ horizontu. (VHc: 90) 
76a. But I began with something quite different: with the question of whether it all had a 
meaning. That I can only find the final answer within myself does not mean, of course, that 
I’m not interested in what the “external world” thinks of it, or that this external world does not 
interest me. After all, I live in it, it shapes my possibilities, my own alternatives in life are 
structured from its materials and it is only through the world that I relate to that “higher” 
horizon. (VHe: 102) 
76b. Jeg lever jo i den, den skaper mine muligheter for meg, mine livs-alternativer blir 
strukturert av dens materie og bare gjennom den forholder jeg meg til denne min ”høyere” 
horisont. (VHn: 90) (lit. I live in it, it creates my possibilities for me, my alternatives in life 
are structured from its material and only through it relate I myself to this my “higher” 
horizon.) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct; FSP.  
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct, focusing adverb. 
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77. ... je lidská odpovědnost právě tím, čím se člověk vymezuje vzhledem k univerzu jako 
člověk, tedy jako onen zázrak bytí, kterým je: na jedné straně teprve tím ohraničuje a 
osmyslňuje svou závislost na světě, na druhé straně však – právě tím – sám sebe definitivně ze 
světa vyděluje ve své suverenitě a nezávislosti; (VHc: 135) 
77a. ... human responsibility is precisely the agent by which one first defines oneself as a 
person vis-à-vis the universe, that is as the miracle of Being that one is. On the one hand, it is 
only thus that one defines and so infuses meaning into one’s dependency on the world; on the 
other hand, it is only thus that one definitively separates oneself from the world as a sovereign 
and independent being; (VHe: 146) 
77b. ... på den éne side avgrenser menesket med dette først sin avhengighet av verden og gir 
den en mening ... (VHn: 131) (lit. ...on the one hand defines man with this for the first time 
his dependency on the world and gives it a meaning ...) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP: “med dette” has very low degree of 
CD. 
 
78. ... na druhé straně však – právě tím – sám sebe definitivně ze světa vyděluje ve své 
suverenitě a nezávislosti; (VHc: 135) 
78a. ... on the other hand, it is only thus that one definitively separates oneself from the world 
as a sovereign and independent being; (VHe: 146) 
78b. men på den anned side – nettopp gjennom dette – skiller mennesket seg nå først 
definitivt ut fra verden i sin suverenitet og uavhengighet; (VHn: 31) (lit. but on the other hand 
– precisely through this – separates man himself now for the first time definitively from the 
world in his suverenity and independence;) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner) 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
 
79. ... rozhodující je tu prostě sám fakt této víry jako takové, tj. jako něčeho původního, 
prvotního a svébytného, co tak říkajíc předchází svému objektu (pokud to vůbec nějaký 
konkrétní objekt má). Jinými slovy: víra oživuje svůj objekt, nikoli tedy, že by objekt dával 
život víře. (VHc: 140) 
79a. Genuine faith is original, primal and discrete; it precedes its object (if it has one). In 
other words, it is faith that animates its object, not the other way around. (VHe: 151) 
79b. Med andre ord: troen gir liv til sitt objekt, og følgelig er det ikke objektet som gir troen 
liv. (VHn: 135) (lit. In other words: the faith gives life to its object and subsequently is it not 
the object that gives the faith life.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
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3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, highest degree of CD on “sitt objekt”. Corresponds 
to the FSP of the Czech original. Cleft is used in the second part of the contrast. 
 
80. Není přitom vůbec důležité, nakolik a jak člověk o své víře přemýšlí a zda si ji vůbec 
uvědomuje; podstatné je pouze to, zda, v jaké míře, jakým způsobem a jak hluboko je 
v útrobách jeho vztahu ke světu a všeho jeho počínání zaklet předpoklad smyslu či touha po 
něm; smyslu jednotlivin i „smyslu vůbec“ (jako jediného a posledního zdroje smyslu 
jednotlivin), smyslu jako toho, co přesahuje všechny relativní hranice prostoru, času či 
účelových (tj. relativistických) lidských kalkulací. (Neboť jedině ohledem na věčnou – 
absolutní – „paměť bytí“ lze vysvětlit většinu dobrých věcí, jež člověk dělá.) (VHc: 141) 
80a. At the same time, it is not important at all how, and to what extent, you think about your 
faith, or whether you are aware of it at all; the only thing that matters is how profoundly the 
assumption of meaning, or the longing of it, lies dormant in the very bowels of your 
relationship to the world and of all your actions. I mean both the meaning of individual 
entities and “meaning altogether” (as the unique and ultimate source of the meaning of 
individual entities), meaning that transcends the relative limits of space, time or utilitarian (i.e. 
relativistic) human calculation. (For it is only in the light of the eternal, absolute “memory of 
Being” that most of the good things one does can be explained.) (VHe: 151-152) 
80b. Fordi mesteparten av det gode den utvirker for mennesket utelukkende kan forklares med 
henblikk på det evige – absolutte – ”værens hukommelse”. (VHn36) (lit. Because the most of 
the good it [i.e. the meaning] brings about for a man exclusively can be explained with respect 
to the eternal – absolute – “memory of Being”.) 
 
1. Adjunct (viewpoint). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct; FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, highest degree of CD on the same 
element, but meaning does not correspond to the Czech original. 
 
81. Pravdu máte, že byl také filozof – přece nejsou filozofy jen profesoři, každý myslící 
člověk má nějakou svou filozofii ... (KČc: 165) 
81a. You are right, he was a philosopher too – after all it is not only professors who are 
philosophers, every thinking man has some philosophy of his own ... (KČe: 13) 
81b. De har rett i at han også var filosof. Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer, hvert 
tenkende menneske har sin filosofi ... (KČn: 163) (lit. It is not only professors who are 
philosophers, every thinking man has his philosophy ...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
82. To je to celé: to co víme, vědět bezpečně a s jistotou, aspoň s veškerou jistotou té doby 
dosažitelnou. Jak to řekl Aristoteles: člověk od přírody baží po poznání – ano ale baží právě 
po poznání jistém a bezpečném. (KČc: 169) 
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82a. That is the whole thing: what we know we know without doubt; and with certainty, at 
least with all the certainty attainable at the time. As Aristotle said: man desires knowledge of 
Nature – yes; but it is just that certain and sure knowledge that he desires. (KČe: 20) 
82b. Dette er avgjørende: å vite det vi vet sikkert og bestemt, i hvert fall med den visshet som 
for tiden er oppnåelig. Som Aristoteles har sagt: Det er naturlig for mennesket å strebe etter 
erkjennelse – ja vel, men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. (KČn: 
167) (lit.It is natural for man to desire knowledge – yes, but it is precisely evident and certain 
knowledge he desires.) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP.  
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
83. Ano, historie poznání, ale historie věčná, která se děje stále a trvale. Ten konflikt věřivosti 
a kritičnosti, mýtu a vědění je dán naší lidskou přirozeností; tím překonáváním mytickosti je 
charakterizováno a definováno poznání samo. 
Poznání, prosím vás, to je stejně abstraktní slovo jako příroda nebo život. KČc: (175) 
83a. Tracing the history of knowledge, but an eternal history which is going on all the time, 
and for ever. This conflict between credulity and criticism, between myth and knowledge is a 
product of our human nature; it is by this conquest of myth that knowledge itself is 
characterized and defined. 
Knowledge! I ask you, it is a word just as abstract as nature, or life. (KČe: 32) 
83b. Seiren over det mytiske karakteriserer og gir definisjonen av hva erkjennelse er. (KČn: 
174) (Victory over the mythical characterises and defines what knowledge is.) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction. 
 
84. Takzvané poznání citem bývá prosté rozumové poznání, ale provázené silným citem. 
Vždyť je to právě činnost vnímací a rozumová, co dává citům, vůli a tak dále představitelný 
obsah. Člověk chce něco, směřuje k něčemu. To něco není vytvořeno citem ani chtěním, je 
dáno pozorováním, představováním, zkušeností, rozumem; to něco může být správné nebo 
nesprávné, možné nebo nemožné ... (KČc: 182) 
84a. So-called knowledge through feeling tends to be simple knowledge through reason but 
accompanied with strong feeling. Is it not the perceiving and reasoning activities which give 
feelings, will, and suchlike things, their imaginative content? The man wills something, 
through feeling he aims at something. That something is not created either by feeling or by 
will, it is given by observation, imagination, experience, reason: that something may be right 
or wrong, possible or impossible ... (KČe: 45) 
84b. Det er jo sansingen og den intellektuelle virksomhet som gir følelsene, viljen osv. det 
konkrete innhold. (KČn: 181) (It is indeed perception and the intellectual activity that gives 
the feelings, will etc. the concrete content.) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
85. Noetickou mystiku s racionalismem, a to s racionalismem radikálním, spojil Platón a po 
něm jiní. Podle Platóna smyslové nepoznávají, jen rozum; ne zkušenost ... (KČc: 182) 
85a. It was Plato who combined epistemological mysticism with rationalism, that is with 
radical rationalism, and after him came others. According to Plato the senses do not 
apprehend, only reason does that ... (KČe: 45) 
85b. Noetisk mystikk forent med rasjonalisme, og til og med radikal rasjonalisme, er 
karakteristisk for Platon og andre etter ham. (KČn: 181) (lit. Epistemological mysticism 
united with rationalism, and even radical rationalism, is characteristic for Plato and others 
after him.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
86. Primitivové neznají strachu ze smrti, středověk se jí nebál – teprve moderní člověk z ní 
má strach. Předně se víc než někdejší člověk bojí bolesti [...] A druhé – mnohý moderní 
člověk se bojí smrti, že je příliš poživačný – život mu není velkým dramatem, chce na něm 
jen jídlo a požitek; je nevěřící,... (KČc: 195) 
86a. Primitive races have no knowledge of the fear of death. People in the Middle Ages were 
not afraid of it – it is only modern man who is frightened of it. Above all things he is more 
afraid of pain that the men of old [...] And secondly – many a modern man is afraid of death 
because he is too self-indulgent – life is not for him a big drama, all he wants from it is food 
and pleasure; he is an unbeliever ... (KČe: 68) 
86b. ... først det moderne menneske har dødsredslen i seg.  (KČn: 194)(First the modern man 
has fear of death in himself.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching, contrast, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, focusing adverb. 
 
87. Mluvíte jako čirý spiritualista; a přece po celý život jste bral na sebe jiné úkoly, aktuální, 
praktické, reální – ne nadarmo vám říkali realista. (KČc: 196) 
87a. You talk like a pure spiritualist; and yet all your life you have been taking on other tasks, 
actual, practical, real ones – it is not for nothing that they called you a realist. (KČe: 71) 
87b. Ikke uten grunn er De blitt kalt realist. (KČn: 196) (lit. Not without reason are you called 
realist.) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
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4. Norwegian example: different construction, passive voice (does not influence the 
FSP). 
 
88. – Tato láska byla ovšem i před Ježíšem. – Byla, ale Ježíš ji dovršil; přišel „naplnit zákon“, 
i ten všelidský a odvěký zákon lásky. Historický čin Ježíšův je, že první jasně a příkladně 
vymezil zbožnost nejen jako poměr k Bohu, nýbrž i k bližnímu. (KČc: 213) 
88a. – This love, of course, also existed before Jesus. – But it was Jesus who consummated it; 
he came to “fulfil the law,” also that universal and eternal law of love. The historical act of 
Jesus consisted in the fact that he was the first clearly and by his own example to define 
religiousness not only as a relation towards God, but also to one’s neighbour. (KČe: 101) 
88b. Ja, men Jesus har gjort den fullkommen. (KČn: 213) (lit. Yes, but Jesus has made it 
complete.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching.  
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP. 
 
89. Dnes politika a moderní stát zabírá všecky obory společenské správy a usiluje tedy 
prakticky o to, oč filosofie usiluje teoreticky. V tom smyslu je rozumět požadavku Platónovu, 
aby filosofové byli vládci. (KČc: 247) 
89a. Today politics and the modern state comprise all branches of social administration, and 
so in practical ways they are striving for what philosophy does theoretically. It is in this sense 
that Plato’s demand should be understood that philosophers should be rulers. (KČe: 162) 
89b. Det er slik en må oppfatte Platons krav om at filosofene skal styre staten. (KČn: 247) (lit. 
It is like this one must understand Plato’s demand that philosophers should rule the state.) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
 
90. Státník moderní musí být kritický, musí být vzdělaný a moudrý. [...] Politik, má-li vést, 
potřebuje znalosti lidí [...] A opakuju: knihy, vysvědčení nestačí, politik potřebuje životní 
zkušenosti; nestačí ani chytrost – jako ve všem, i v politice záleží na hodnotě celého člověka. 
(KČc: 247) 
90a. A modern statesman must be critical, he must be educated, and wise. [...]  A politician, if 
he is to lead, requires a knowledge of men [...] And I repeat – books, certificates are not 
enough, a man of politics needs experience of life; nor is cleverness enough – as in all things, 
in politics also it is the worth of the whole man that matters. (KČe: 162-163) 
90b. I politikken som overalt ellers stilles det krav til hele personligheten. (KČn: 248) (lit. In 
the politics as everywhere else demands are made on the whole personality.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
  109
 
91. „Potřebovala bych s tebou mluvit,“ řekla pateticky.  
Přesně tento patetický tón už několik let s hrůzou očekával. (MKVc: 12) 
91a. “I need to talk to you,” she said with heavy pathos. 
It was precisely this pathetic tone which he had been anticipating with dread for years. 
(MKVe: 4) 
91b. Presis den samme patetiske tonen hadde han ventet på med gru i flere år allerede. 
(MKVn: 8) (lit. Precisely the same pathetic tome had he waited for with fear for several years 
already.) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP.  
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, fronting, focusing adverb. 
 
92. „Když jdeš k ženě, vezmi si bič,“ citoval Nietzscheho, z jehož díla znal právě jen tuto 
větu. 
„Hochu drahej,“ povzdechl si Klíma, „bič si na mě vzala ona.“ (MKVc: 19) 
92a. “When dealing with women, bring your whip,” he cited Nietzsche, a philosopher whose 
other utterances were totally unknown to him. 
“My dear fellow.” sighed Klima, “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand, but that 
woman.” (MKVe: 10) 
92b. ”pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.” (MKVn: 14) (lit. ...whip is it she that 
comes to me with.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft, fronting. 
 
93. I když byla Kamila Klímová mnohem víc krásná než nemocná, přece jen nemocná byla. 
Kvůli špatnému zdraví musila zanechat před několika lety pěvecké dráhy, která ji předtím 
přivedla do náruče jejímu dnešnímu muži. 
Krásná mladá paní zvyklá na obdiv měla náhle hlavu plnou nemocniční karbolové vůně. 
Zdálo se jí, že mezi jejím a manželovým světem se teď rozprostírá devět pohoří. (MKVc: 22) 
93a. Even though Mrs. Klima’s great beauty far outweighed her poor health, she was 
nonetheless sickly. It was her precarious health that had forced her to give up a singing career, 
a career which had led her into the arms of the man who was to become her husband. 
After her illness struck, the beautiful young woman so accustomed to admiration suddenly 
found herself in a dreary world reeking of boredom and disinfectant, a world oceans away 
from the glittering one she and her husband had been sharing. (MKVe: 12) 
93b. For den dårlige helsens skyld måtte hun for noen år siden oppgi sin sanger-karrière,... 
(MKVn: 17) (lit. For the sake of the bad health had she to for several years ago give up her 
singing career ...) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
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3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
94. Když tehdy Klíma viděl její smutnou tvář, rozdíralo mu to srdce [...] Vždyť jen ve 
chvílích, kdy se zhlížel v její bolestné tváři, mohla si být jakž takž jista, že s ní v jeho hlavě 
nesoupeří žádná jiná žena. (MKVc: 22) 
94a. Seeing her sorrowful face broke his heart [...] After all, it was only when she saw him 
gazing into her pained face that she could be reasonably sure his mind was on no other 
woman. (MKVe: 12) 
94b. For bare i stunder da han speilte seg i hennes sorgfulle ansikt, kunne hun til en viss grad 
være sikker på at ingen annen kvinne rivaliserte med henne inne i hodet hans. (MKVn: 17) 
(lit. Because only in moments when he mirrored himself in her sorrowful face, could she to a 
certain degree be sure that no other woman rivalled with her in his head.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb. 
 
95. „ten obraz, na který se díváte, tu posledně nebyl.“ 
Teď si teprve trumpetista všiml obrazu, na němž byl namalován vousatý muž s podivným 
bleděmodrým kotoučem kolem hlavy, v ruce se štětcem a paletou. (MKVc: 31) 
95a. “That picture opposite you is new since you were here last.” 
It was only now that the trumpeter noticed the painting, which showed a bearded man with a 
strange, pale blue disk behind his head, holding a brush and a palette. (MKVe: 20) 
95b. Nå først la trompetisten merke til bildet av en skjeggete mann med en merkelig lyseblå 
skive rund hodet, og med pensel og palett i hånden. (MKVn: 26-27) (lit. Now first noticed the 
trumpeter the picture of a bearded man with a strange pale blue disk around his head, and with 
brush and palette in his hand.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb. 
 
96. A o tom dítěti nechce mluvit, protože pro něho je důležitá Růžena, a ne její dítě. (MKVc: 
52) 
96a. There was no point in talking about the baby, for it was Ruzena who was important to 
him, and not her baby. (MKVe: 38) 
96b. Om barnet vil han ikke snakke, for ham er det Růžena som er det viktigste og ikke 
hennes barn. (MKVn: 46) (lit. About the baby wants he not talk, for him is it Růžena that is 
the most important and not her baby.) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: cleft. 
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97. „Nic není trapnější, než manželství, která vzniknou jen proto, že bylo omylem počato 
dítě.“ [...] Definitivní jistota, kterou jí dal předevčírem doktor Škréta, byla tak čerstvá, že si 
s ní ještě nevěděla rady. (MKVc: 58-59) 
97a. ”Nothing is more awful that two people getting married for no other reason than that they 
slipped up and produced a baby [...] After all, it was only two days earlier that her pregnancy 
had been confirmed and this certainty was still too fresh in her mind... (MKVn: 42-43) 
97b. Den definitive bevisstheten som hun i forgår hadde fått hos doktor Škréta, var så ny at 
hun ennå ikke visste hvordan hun skulle ta det. (MKVn: 51) (lit. The definitive knowledge 
that she the day before yesterday had got at doctor Škréta was so new that she yet not knew 
how she should take it.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, different FSP, corresponds better to the 
Czech original. 
 
98. Byl však tak zmaten, že neodcházel pryč, nýbrž zůstával stát u dveří snaže se pochopit to 
divné světlo. [...] „Ale kdepak,“ odpověděl Bertlef a ukázal k oknu, odkud před chvílí viděl 
trumpetista přicházet zdroj modravého světla. (MKVc: 63) 
98a. He was bewildered, however, and did not leave but remained standing at the door, trying 
to grasp the mysterious phenomenon he had just seen [...] “Not at all,” answered Bartleff, 
pointing toward the window; it was from that direction that the light seen by the trumpeter a 
while ago had seemed to emanate. (MKVe: 46) 
98b. ... og pekte mot vinduet, hvor trompetisten for et øyeblikk siden hadde sett kilden til det 
blålige lyset. (MKVn: 55) (lit. ... and pointed towards the window, where the trumpeter for a 
moment ago had seen the source of the bluish light.) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech 
original, different FSP. 
 
99. Obě kolegyně se nemohly dočkat, až se dovědí, jak dopadla včerejší Růženina schůzka, 
ale měly toho dne službu na druhém konci lázní a teprve kolem třetí hodiny zastihly svou 
přítelkyni a zasypaly ji otázkami. (MKVc: 82) 
99a. Ruzena’s two colleagues could hardly wait to find out how her previous day’s meeting 
had turned out, but hey were busy all morning in another part of the establishment and it 
wasn’t until about three in the afternoon that they caught up with their friend. They 
overwhelmed her with questions. (MKVe: 63) 
99b. ...og først litt før klokken tre traff de venninen og overøste henne med spørsmål. (MKVn: 
72) (lit. ...and first slightly before three o’clock met they their friend and overwhelmed her 
with questions.) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
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2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: negative adjunct. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb, focusing adverb. 
 
100. Růžena chtěla být nenápadná, a musila tedy zůstat stát a snažit se zachovat nenucené 
vzezření: „Tak co chceš,“ zašeptala. (MKVc: 84) 
100a. Ruzena did not want to attract attention, she was thus forced to stay and to assume a 
casual expression. 
“What is it you want?” she whispered. (MKVe: 65) 
100b. ”Så hva vil du ha,” hvisket hun. (MKVn: 74) (lit. So what want you to have,” 
whispered she.) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. Norwegian counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
101. Celý svět na nešťastné město sbíral, ale hlavně se zvedli hamburští páni sami a usnesli 
se, že postaví všecinko všudy docela nové [...] Tehdy přinesli Lannovi plavci na Budějovicko 
první zprávy o velké pracovní příležitosti a z té oné vesnice se na jaře vypravila parta na práci  
a na zimu se spokojeně vrátila. Pak už to byl pravidelný tah z Podšumaví na Hamburk a 
z Hamburku domů. (EBc: 8-9) 
101a. Hele verden samlet inn penger til den ulykkelige byen, men det viktigste var at 
Hamburgs egne forretningsmenn tok fatt og besluttet å bygge alting på nytt [...]  Da var det 
Lann-brødrene, sjømennene, hadde brakt de første nyhetene om den store sjansen til 
Budejovice. Om våren dro en hel gjeng av arbeidere av gårde fra denne ene landsbyen, og om 
vinteren kom de tilbake og var fulle av tilfredshet. Litt etter litt ble det til en årviss 
folkevandring fra Podsumavi til Hamburk, og fra Hamburk hjem igjen. (EBn: 8) (lit. Then 
was it the Lann brothers, the sailors, had brought the first news of the great opportunity to 
Budejovice.)  
101b. Then the Lann brothers, the sailors, had brought the first news of the great opportunity 
to Budejovice ... (EBe: 4) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct.  
 
102. ...  vzal Vašíčka za ruku a vykročil dolů na Budějovice. Moc peněz mu po všech 
trampotách nezbylo, sotva na cestu ... (EBc: 9) 
102a. ... tok Vasek i Hånden og satte kursen ned mot Budejovice. Det var ikke mange penger 
han hadde igjen etter all motgangen, det var ikke mer enn at det strakte til reisen ... (It was not 
much money he had left after the whole trouble ...) (EBn: 9) 
102b. He hadn’t much money left after all his setbacks ... (EBe: 5) 
 
1. Object. 
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
103. „Však jsem z lesů.“ „To jsem si právě řek. A natřít něco, omalovat?“ (EBc: 12) 
103a. ”Jøss, jeg kommer jo fra skogen.” ”Ja, var det ikke det jeg sa? Og du kan lakke og male 
også?” (lit. Yes, was it not it I said?) (EBn: 12) 
103b. “But I come from the woods.” “That’s what I said. And do you know how to varnish 
and paint?” (EBe: 8) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Clefted element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification 
4. English counterpart – pseudo-cleft (wh-cleft). 
 
104. Ale na bábu v kase musíš od první chvíle jen rucelíbám, milostivá paní, ponížený 
služebník, milostivá paní, a ona ti řekne kryskot, Anton, a ty jí řekneš frkelckot, gnädige, a 
budeš to mít dobrý, až budeš potřebovat zálohu. Ona má kasírka zároveň pro nás šít a 
spravovat, ale ty musíš dělat, že si to všecko obstaráš sám, jen aby ti půjčila jehlu s nití a 
nůžky. (EBc: 17) 
104a. Men til dette kvinnekjønnet i billetluken må du like fra første stund si: ”Jeg kysser 
Deres hand, madame”, ”Jeg er Deres ydmyke tjener, madame”, og så så svarer hun: ”Grüss 
Gott, Anton”, og da sier du: ”Gud velsigne Dem, nådige frue”, og så skal du se at hun alltid er 
imøtekommende når du trenger et forskudd. Der er hun som skal sy og lappe for oss, men du 
må late som du vil gjøre det selv, og gå og låne nål og tråd og saks hos henne. (EBn: 17) (lit. 
It is she who has to sew and mend for us, but you must pretend that you want to do it yourself 
...) 
104b. She, the cassier, has to sew and mend for us, too, but you have to pretend to do all that 
yourself ... (EBe: 14) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing by repetition of the subject. 
 
105. Nato se s tím budeš hrabat, i kdybys to uměl, a ona vyskočí, vyrve ti to z ruky a ušije ti 
to sama. Takhle se na ni musí, rozumíš ...(EBc: 17) 
105a. Når du så begynner å tukle omkring med nålen – og det er det samme om du kan sy – så 
spretter hun opp, snapper nål og tøy ut av hendene på deg og besørger hele syingen. Det er 
sånn du må oppføre deg overfor henne, forstår du. (EBn: 17) (lit. It is like this you must 
behave with her, understand you.) 
105b. That’s the way you have to behave with her, you understand ... (EBe: 14) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function. 
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4. English construction: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). 
 
106. Jenom jsem ti chtěl ještě říci: tady vůbec všecko závisí na tom, abys měl řemeslo rád. 
Lidi, zvířata, materiál, práci, všecko [...] Protože my jsme tu všichni taková parta, od direktora 
až po koňáka, všici na sebe odkázaní, rozumíš, jeden na druhého, všecko to musí hrát a klapat. 
Ale pak je to, chlapče, radost. (EBc: 17-18) 
106a. Det er bare én ting jeg vil si deg: allting avhenger nå av hvordan du liker arbeidet ditt 
her. Folkene, dyrene, materialet, jobben – alt, forstår du [...] For vi er en eneste stor gjeng her, 
fra direktøren og ned til stall-guttene; vi er alle avhengige av hverandre, forstår du: altsammen 
må passe inn i hverandre og klaffe. Men det er jo det som er moro, mann! (EBn: 17-18) (lit. 
But it is it that is funny, man.) 
106b. But that’s the joy of it, man. (EBe: 15) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent, Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
107. Tak přišel Antonín Karas, zedník z Horní Sněžné, v podjaří roku 1862 k cirkusu. (EBc: 
20) 
107a. Slik var det det gikk til at Antonin Karas, murer fra Horni Snezna, kom til sirkuset 
våren 1862. (EBn: 20) (lit. So was it it happened that Antonin Karas, mason from Horni 
Snezna, came to the circus spring 1862.) 
107b. So it was that Antonín Karas, mason from Horní Snezná, entered the circus in the 
spring of 1862. (EBe: 17) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause – highest degree of CD. Informative-
presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function. 
4. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
108. Odpoledne tam stanul, všecek užaslý, i jeho sedmiletý Vašek. (EBc: 20) 
108a. Og samme ettermiddag var det en fullstendig henrevet gutt, den syv år gamle Vasek, 
som så sirkus for første gang i sitt liv. (EBn: 20) (lit. And same afternoon was it a completely 
fascinated boy, the seven years old Vasek, that saw circus for the first time in his life.) 
108b. And that very afternoon, completely entranced, his seven years old Vasek saw the 
circus too, for the first time. (EBe: 17) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD; Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. (The sentence is probably translated from a 
different edition of the novel because the Czech original does not correspond the 
translations.) 
 
109. Luisa Bolierová byla nešťastná, protože otec Bolier mohutně pil a zvířata hladověla. 
Rodinu živila vlastně matka jako vykladačka karet. (EBc: 21) 
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109a. Louisa Bolier var ulykkelig fordi hennes far var dranker og dyrene gikk sultne. Det var i 
virkeligheten hennes mor som underholdte familien ved å spå i kort. (EBn: 21) (lit. It was in 
reality her mother that supported the family by foretelling from cards.) 
109.b. Actually her mother supported the family by telling fortunes with cards. (EBe: 18) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English translation: non-cleft. 
 
110.  Načež se oblékl do fraku, připjal si všecky řády, uhladil starý cylindr a odjel za starým 
hrabětem P., aby mu v mnoha krásných a uhlazených řečech vysvětlil, jaký společenský 
skandál mladý hrabě způsobil [...] Byl to patrně velkolepý výkon dědy Humberta, neboť 
zůstal u hraběte P. až do rána... (EBc: 24) 
110a. Deretter iførte han seg snippkjole, festet alle sine ordener på brystet, fikk strøket sin 
flosshatt og kjørte av sted for å oppsøke gamle grev P., og med mange elegante of velformede 
setningfer forklare ham hvilken offentlig skandale den unge greven hadde avstedkommet [...] 
Det må ha vært en storartet forestilling bestefar Umberto oppførte, for han ble hos grev P. til 
den lyse morgen; (EBn: 24) (lit. It must have been a great performance grandfather Umberto 
made because he stayed with count P. until light morning.) 
110b. Evidently Grandpa Umberto put up a magnificent performance, for he remained with 
Count P. until morning; (EBe: 22) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Cleft constituent: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
111. Člověk se tak často pokouší promluvit, ale sluchu nedojde. (IKc: 21) 
111a. Det er så ofte man forsøker å si noe, men man når ikke frem. (IKn: 27) (lit. It is so often 
one tries to say something, but one reaches not forward.) 
111b. One tries so often to speak, but it is not heard. (IKe: 62) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
112. Druidové – keltští kněží, jak o tom svědčí i Caesar, jenž s Kelty po mnoho let bojoval, 
považovali za hřích a bezbožnost cokoliv ze svého vědění zaznamenávat písemně. Co o nich 
víme, zachovalo se díky jiným. Cizincům či nepřátelům, jako byl Caesar. To on 
zaznamenával, co se o Keltech tak často opakuje ... (IKc: 54) 
112a. Druidene, de keltiske prestene – forteller Caesar – som kjempet mot kelterne i mange år 
– betraktet det som synd og gudløs gjerning å bevare noe av sin viten i skrift. Det vi vet om 
dem, er bevart takket være andre. Fremmede eller fiender så som Caesar. Det var han som 
noterte ned det som blir gjentatt så ofte om kelterne ... (IKn: 68-69) (lit. It was he who wrote 
down what will be repeated so often about the Celts ...) 
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112b. What we know about them was passed on to us by others – by foreigners or enemies, 
like Caesar, who also tells us what is so often repeated about the Celts ... (IKe: 75) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, different FSP. 
 
113. Vzal krumpáč a jemnými téměř něžnými údery rozbíjel tvrdý, udusaný jíl. On to byl, kdo 
pohřebiště náhodou objevil. Když loňského jara bagr hloubil výkopovou rýhu pro základy 
konstrukcí, Vítek si všiml, že se v odhrnuté hlíně něco třpytí. (IKc: 59) 
113a. Han tok en hakke og slo i stykker den hardtrampede leiren med lette, nesten ømme slag. 
Det var han som hadde oppdaget gravplassen først. Forrige år da gravemaskin holdt på å 
forberede grunnarbeidene, la Vítek merke til at det var noe som blinket i jorden som ble måkt 
unna. (IKn: 73-74) (lit. It was he that had discovered the burial ground first.)  
113b. He was the one who had accidentally discovered the burial ground. (IKe: 81) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). Czech original cleft. 
 
114. „Panebože, kam ty chodíš na ty svoje rozumy,“ ozvala se Petra, jíž byly Vítkovy 
rozklady určeny především. (IKc: 60) 
114a. ”Herregud, hvor får du altsammen fra?” sa Petra til slutt. Det var først og frems henne 
Viteks utredning var beregnet på. (IKn: 75) (lit. It was primarily her Vitek’s explanation was 
intended for.) 
114b. Vitek’s remonstrances had been directed chiefly at her. (IKe: 82) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection, FSP. 
4. Norwegian example: non-cleft, word order. 
 
115. Paní Lída zatím přinesla krabici a pak spolu s Petrou zaklekly do hrobu a po plástvičkách 
ukrajovaly hlínu. My ostatní jen přihlíželi. „To zas bohyně Matka,“ vzdychla Petra, „cítila, že 
už nám docházejí síly i chuť.“ (IKc: 70) 
115a. I mellomtiden hadde Lida gått for å hente en kartong, og så la hun og Petra seg ned i 
graven og skar bort leiren, skikt for skikt. Vi andre bare så på. ”Det var Morsgudinnen som 
kjente at både kraften og lysten vår begynte å ta slutt.” (IKn: 85) (lit. It was Mother Earth who 
felt that both the strength and enthusiasm started to come to an end.) 
115b. “It was Mother Earth,” sighed Petra. “She could feel our strength and enthusiasm 
running out.” (IKe: 95) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD on the object. Informative-presupposition type. 
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3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft; two sentences.  
 
 
116. Když jsem si v albu před spaním listoval a hleděl na stroje oděné do barev, v nichž jsem 
je na kolejích nikdy nespatřil, na lokomotivy s nádherně rudými koly anebo s modrými či 
zelenými boky, zmocňovalo se mě nadšení, a já si představoval, že jsem to já, kdo se smí 
dotýkat tušených táhel a páček. (IKc: 78) 
116a. Før jeg sovnet, pleide jeg å bla i albumet, og jeg ble lykkelig henført når jeg så på 
lokene, som var iført farver jeg aldri hadde sett dem på skinnene, lokomotiver med herlig røde 
hjul eller blå og grønne sider, og jeg forestilte meg at det var jeg som fikk dra i de antydede 
trekkstengene og spakene. (IKn: 97) (lit. it was I who was allowed to pull at the assumed rods 
and levers.) 
116b. And I imagined that I was the one who was allowed to move the rods and levers that 
controlled them. (IKe: 108) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). Czech original cleft. 
 
117. Má sbírka byla už téměř plná, v albu mi chyběly jenom dvě kartičky, dva portréty 
rychlíkových lokomotiv [...] Údaje o nich jsem měl předtištěny ve svém albu, jakými 
ušlechtilými tvary se však vyznačovaly? (IKc: 79) 
117a. Samlingen min var nesten fullstendig, det manglet bare to bilder i albumet, to portretter 
av hurtiglokomotiver. [...] Opplysningene om dem sto trykt i albumet. Men hvilke edle former 
var det som utmerket dem? (IKn: 97) (lit. But what noble forms was it that distinguished 
them?) 
117b. Their stats were printed in my album, but I had no idea what noble shapes and outlines 
distinguished them from the rest. (IKe: 109) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
118.  Vytušil jsem léčku, kromě toho jako šaškové se chovali oni – nikoliv já. (IKc: 85) 
118a. Jeg ante en felle; dessuten var det de som oppførte seg som narrer, ikke jeg. (IKn: 104) 
(I sensed a trap; besides was it they who behaved like clowns, not I.) 
118b. I sensed a trap, and besides, they were behaving like clowns, not me. (IKe: 117) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, FSP slightly different. Czech original: similar FSP as 
the Norwegian sentence. 
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119. Nestraním se, pokud může člověk sám sebe posoudit, ze zbabělosti, rozhodně už ne 
z vypočítavosti, nemám prostě už k té hře dosti sil, času ani schopností. (IKc: 85) 
119a. Det er ikke av feighet jeg unnviker dette spillet, hvis man nå kan vurdere seg selv, og 
overhodet ikke av egennytte. Jeg har rett og slett hverken krefter, tid eller evner til å spille 
dette spillet. (IKn: 104) (lit. It is not out of cowardice I avoid this game.) 
119b. I don’t take sides. Not out of cowardice or calculation; it’s just that I have neither the 
strength nor the time, nor the capacity for the game. (IKe: 117) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. English counterpart: two sentences, non-cleft, the selection includes truncated cleft. 
 
120. Řekl jsem, že nikdo z vozu vystupovat nebude, klíčky mu nevydám, na jeho jednání si 
budu stěžovat. „Když klíčky nevydáte, budete muset s námi!“ hlas mu znovu přeskočil. 
Nešlo mi o klíčky. Už dávno jsem pochopil, že člověk nesmí lpět na věcech, nechce-li se stát 
jejich otrokem. Ale jak je tomu s právy? Nelpí-li člověk na svých právech, postupně se o ně 
připraví a stane se otrokem. (IKc: 87) 
120a. Jeg sa at ingen skulle gå ut av bilen. Jeg hadde ikke tenkt å overlate ham nøklene, jeg 
ville klage over fremferden hans. ”Hvis De ikke gir fra Dem nøklene, må De pent bli med 
oss!” Stemmen slo over igjen.  
Det var ikke nøklene jeg brød meg om. Jeg hadde for lengst innsett at man ikke må binde seg 
til gjenstander, dersom man ikke vil bli deres slave. Men hvordan var det med rettighetene? 
Hvis man ikke holder på rettighetene sine, blir man fratatt dem litt etter litt, og da blir man 
slave allikevel.  (IKn: 106) (lit. It was not the keys that I was interested in.) 
120b. I didn’t care about the keys. (IKe: 118) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, topic linking. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
 
121. Ten čas jsme ještě bydleli za městem, až potom jsme se přestěhovali do města ... (BHVc: 
14) 
121a. På den tiden bodde vi fremdeles på landet, det var først senere at vi flyttet inn til byen ... 
(BHVn: 11) (lit. At that time lived we still on the country, it was first later that we moved into 
the town ...) 
121b. At that time we were still living outside the town, it was only afterwards that we moved 
into it ... (BHVe: 12) 
 
5. Adjunct (time). 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
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122. Ale to je tím, že nic už nad lidma není! Ani Bůh, ani mýtus, ani alegorie, ani symbol. 
Jsme na světě sami, proto je dovolený všecko..., ale ne pro mě! (BHVc: 22) 
122a. Det virker som om Gud er avskaffet forlengst. Hverken Gud, myte, allegori eller 
symbol tror de på. Det er bare vi som eksisterer her i verden, og derfor er alt tillatt. men det 
gjelder ikke meg! (BHVn: 19) (lit. It is only we who exists here in the world ...) 
122b. We’re on our own in this world so everything is allowed. (BHVe: 24) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
123. „Co jen tak mohl pan výpravčí dělat se Zdeničkou, co?“ povídám. (BHVc: 23) 
123a. „Men hva er det togekspeditøren har gjort med Zdenička?” sa jeg. (BHVn: 21) (lit. But 
what is it the dispatcher has done with Zdenička?) 
123b. “But what can Mr. Hubička have been getting up to with Virginia, then?” I asked. 
(BHVe: 25) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question; FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, keeps modal verb of the Czech original but no focusing 
device. 
 
124. ... viděl jsem i paní přednostovou za oknem kuchyně, měla oči oddělené mosaznou 
tyčkou, na které byly malinké záclonky ... (BHVc:  27-28) 
124a. ... jeg så stasjonmesterfruen også, der hun stod i kjøkkenvinduet sitt, ja egentlig var det 
bare øynene som syntes over den gardinkledte messingstangen ... (BHVn: 26) (lit. actually 
was it only her eyes that looked over the brass rail with curtains ...) 
124b. I saw the station-master’s wife, too, behind the kitchen window; her eyes were 
separated by the brass rail on which the little curtains hung ... (BHVe: 31) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent; highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, corresponds to the Czech original; 
Norwegian example has slightly different meaning. 
 
125. ... a potom lokomotiva ostře sledovaného transportu se rozjížděla podle toho 
rozstříleného vlaku na páté koleji, otočil jsem oči, abych viděl, co tomu říkají ti dva, a oni se 
na mě dívali tak, jako bych já ten vlak rozstřílel. (BHVc:  28) 
125a. ... lokomotivet økte farten langsomt, mens det tøffet forbi det sønderskutte toget på spor 
fem, jeg kikket forsiktig på de to SS-mennene for å se hvordan de oppfattet det hele, da så de 
på meg og det så ut akkurat som om de trodde at det var jeg som hadde skutt istykker toget. 
(BHVn:  26) (lit. ... that it was I who had shot up the train.) 
125b. ... as though it was I who had shot up the train. (BHVe: 32) 
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5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
126. Tak sedmý sloupec, sedmý foch, sedmička jako u židů. (BHVc:  28) 
126a. ”Jaha, da kan vi jo si syvende rad, syvende hylle, hvorfor ikke ta syvtallet, det er jo det 
jødene gjør.” (BHVn:  26) (lit. All right, then kan we say seventh column, seventh drawer, 
why not take number seven, it is indeed it the Jews do.) 
126b. All right, the seventh column, the seventh drawer, lucky seven, same as for the Jews. 
(BHVe:  32) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, corresponds better to the Czech original. 
 
127. A oči hejtmana se mi dívaly na zápěstí, tam, kde jsem i já měl jizvu, rukáv se mi svezl a 
hejtman se díval na tu vyhojenou ránu ... (BHVc:  29) 
127a. Kapteinen hadde hele tiden blikket rettet mot det ene håndleddet mitt, det var jo der jeg 
hadde et arr, det ene ermet på jakken hadde glidd litt opp, og han så stivt på det helbredede 
såret mitt ... (BHVn: 28) (... it was indeed there I had a scar ...) 
127b. And the captain’s eyes were gazing now at my wrist, where I, too, had a scar; (BHVe: 
34) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, English and Czech focus the subject, whereas 
Norwegian focuses the adjunct. 
 
128. Znovu vám říkám, pravil a otočil se a prstem ukázal na podpis vyhlášky, sám tenhle 
říšský zmocněnec Danko prohlásil v Hradci, že nebude ani na chvilinku váhat! (BHVc:  37) 
128a. Ja, jeg vet ikke for hvilken gang jeg sier det nå, sa han, snudde seg og satte fingeren på 
kunngjøringen, ”den tyske representanten Danko, det er hans underskrift dere ser her, han sa i 
Hradec at han ikke ville nøle et sekund ... (BHVn:  36) (lit. “the German representative 
Danko, it is his signature you can see here, he said in Hradec that he wouldn’t hesitate a 
second ...) 
128b. I tell you again, he said and turned and pointed his finger at the signature on the 
proclamation. “that Reich Plenipotentiary Danko himself announced in Hradec that he 
wouldn’t hesitate for an instant ... (BHVe: 43) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP 
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4. Different construction, English translation and Czech original do not include this 
sentence. 
 
129. ... to jednou bych se chtěl v tom holubníku schovat a škvírou se dívat, co to tam pan 
přednosta s těmi holoubky vyvádí? (BHVc:  38-39) 
129a. ...en gang kunne jeg godt tenke meg å gjemme meg det og skotte ut gjennom en sprekk 
for å se hva det egentlig er han holder på med sammen med dem. (BHVn:  38) (lit. ...what it 
actually is he does with them.) 
129b. Someday I should really like to hide myself in that pigeon-loft and watch through a 
chink, and see what the station-master gets up to there with his pigeons. (BHVe:  46) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus 
type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
130. “Kdo jede v tý drezíně, neříkali?“ optal se. (BHVc:  41) 
130a. ”Sa de ikke hvem det er som er på vei hit i dresinen?” spurte han. (BHVn:  41) (lit.  he 
asked) 
130b. “Who’s travelling in that trolley, didn’t they say?” he asked. (BHVe:  50) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus 
type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
131. A šéf mě zatahal za pravý ucho a řekl: „pamatuj si ale taky, že všechno musíš vidět a 
všechno slyšet! Opakuj to!“ A tak jsem udiven opakoval, že všechno budu vidět a všecko 
slyšet. (BHKc: 133) 
131a. Men sjefen fortsatte – nå trakk han meg etter det høyre øret: ”Men så skal du også 
huske på at du må se alt som skjer og høre alt som foregår! Så, hva var det jeg sa?” Stum av 
forbløffelse gjentok jeg altså at jeg heretter skulle se alt som skjedde og høre alt som foregikk. 
(BHKn: 7) (lit. “So, what was it I said?”) 
131b. Repeat after me. (BHKe: 1) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, meaning corresponds better to the Czech 
original. 
 
132. A tak jsem udiven opakoval, že všechno budu vidět a všecko slyšet. A tak jsem začal. 
(BHKc: 133) 
132a. Stum av forbløffelse gjentok jeg altså at jeg heretter skulle se alt som skjedde og høre 
alt som foregikk. Det var sånn jeg gjorde min debut. (BHKn: 7) (lit. It was like that I did my 
debut.) 
132b. That’s how I began. (BHKe: 1) 
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1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft. 
 
133. ... a já jsem čistil popelníky a každej den jsem musel vyčistit plechový košíček na horký 
párky, protože já jsem roznášel na nádraží horký párky, naučil mě to ten pikolík, kterej už 
pikolíkem přestal být ... (BHKc: 133) 
133a. ... jeg vasket askebegrene, hver dag måtte jeg dessuten vaske metallkurven til  de varme 
pølsene som det fra nå av var min jobb å bære bort på stasjonen, det var forgjengeren min som 
hadde vist meg hvordan jeg skulle gjøre det, han var ikke pikkolo lenger ... (BHKn: 7) (lit. ... 
it was my predecessor who had showed me how I should do it, he was not busboy anymore 
...) 
133b. ... I learned it from the busboy who was no longer a busboy ... (BHKe: 2) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type.  
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
134. A tak jsem dopoledne byl poslán s košem pro květiny, a když jsem se vracel, viděl jsem, 
jak penzista po čtyřech leze a hledá nějaký zakutálený peníz, vlastně jsem si uvědomil na té 
cestě, že jako štamgasti sedává u nás také zahradník a mistr uzenář a řezník a majitel parní 
pekárny, že vlastně se u nás scházejí ti, kteří nám dodávají pečivo a maso ... (BHKc: 141) 
134a. Utpå formiddagen ble jeg sendt avgårde for å hente blomster; og på veien tilbake med 
kurven fikk jeg øye på en pensjonist som lå og krøp på alle fire på jakt etter pengestykke han 
hadde mistet på bakken, egentlig var det nettopp på denne turen jeg ble klar over at 
bygartneren og delikatessehandleren og slakteren og innehaveren av dampmeieriet også var 
blant våre stamgjester, at de som møtter hos oss, egentlig var de som leverte oss brød og kjøtt 
... (BHKn: 16) (... actually was it exactly on this errand I realized that the florist and the 
sausage maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar also were among our 
regulars.) 
134b. It was on this errand, by the way, that I realized that the florist and also the sausage 
maker and the butcher and the proprietor of the dairy bar were all among our regulars. 
(BHKe: 12) 
 
5. Adjunct (time). 
6. Clefted consituent: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
 
 
135. ... povídám, copak hledáte, tatínku, copak? (BHKc: 141) 
135a. ... så jeg sa: ”Nå, hva er det De leter etter da, bestefar? (BHKn: 16) (lit. so I said: “Now, 
what is it you are looking for, grandfather?) 
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135b. ... so I said, What are you looking for, old man? (BHKe: 12) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
136. ... a tak jsem se dostal až na poslední květiny ze zahrad a lučin a lesa, a zesmutněl jsem, 
co budu dělat v zimě? A pak jsem se šťastně rozesmál, protože v zimě jsou květiny ještě 
krásnější ... (BHKc: 145) 
136a. ... og til slutt hadde jeg tømt det siste reservelageret av blomster fra haven, engene og 
skogen, og plutselig ble jeg sørgmodig – hva søren skulle jeg gjøre om vinteren? Så smilte jeg 
lykkelig, for det er jo om vinteren man får enda vakrere blomster ... (BHKn: 20) (lit. Then 
smiled I luckily because it is indeed in winter one gets even more beautiful flowers ...) 
136b. Then I laughed and was happy, realizing that in winter the flowers would be even more 
beautiful ... (BHKe: 17) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adjunct. 
 
137. ... a agent přestal točit a optal se, kolik myslíte, že jsem nakrájel toho salámu? A šéf řekl, 
patnáct deka, a vrchní řekl jedenáct, a co ty malej? zeptal se mne. A já jsem řekl osm deka [...] 
ale ten zástupce mě pohladil, a tak krásně se usmál a řekl, ten hoch se strefil nejblíž ... (BHKc: 
149) 
137a. ... den handelsreisende slapp sveiven og spurte: Hvor mye har jeg skåret opp nå, vil De 
si? Hundreogfemti gram, sa sjefen, hundreogti, sa hovmesteren – og du da, småen? spurte den 
handelsreisende, og uten å nøle svarte jeg straks åtti gram. [...] men den handelsreisende 
klappet meg på kinnet og sa med et vennlig smil: Det er guttungen som er nærmest sannheten 
... (BHKn: 25) (lit. It is the boy who is closest to the truth.) 
137b. The boy came closest. (BHKe: 22) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
138. ... ten rád dělal rychlý opravy, na těch se vydělalo nejvíc ... (BHKc: 153) 
138a. ... han tok seg med glede av ekspressreparasjoner, det var dem han tjente mest på ... 
(BHKn: 30) (lit. He took with pleasure care of express reparations, it was them he profited 
most by.) 
138b. He liked doing rush repair jobs because they brought in the most money ... (BHKe: 28) 
 
1. Prepositional object.  
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
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3. Possible motivation: textual: identification. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
139. ... na žádnou zkoušku nemusí, proto si vlastně nechal u týhle firmy šít frak, protože 
vrchní neměl opravdu čas ... (BHKc: 154) 
139a. ... uten å behøve å la seg plage med alskens prøver, det var forresten nettopp derfor 
hovmesteren vår, som virkelig ikke hadde noen tid å miste, bestemte seg for å få laget det nye 
slippkjolen sin nettopp hos dette firmaet ... (BHKn: 32) (lit. it was by the way exactly 
therefore our head waiter, who really not had any time to lose, decided to have made the new 
coat exactly at this firm.) 
139b. He didn’t have to go for a fitting, which was why he’d had his company tailor his coat 
in the first place ... (BHKe: 30) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP, textual: identification. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft. 
 
140. ... až budu mít číšnické zkoušky, tak si nechám udělat taky nový frak u téhle firmy, 
abych i já a můj trup se vznášel u stropu firmy [...] často se mi pak o tom zdávalo, jak ne ten 
můj trup, ale já se vznáším u stropu pardubické krejčovské firmy ... (BHKc: 155-156) 
140a. ... når jeg skulle avlegge kelnerprøven, skulle jeg også få sydd meg en ny snippkjole 
der, slik at også jeg og kroppen min skulle få sveve oppunder taket hos dette firmaet [...] Jeg 
drømte ofte om dette, og det var ikke lenger mannekengen min engang som svevet oppunder 
taket hos denne dressmakeren i Pardubice, det var jeg selv,... (BHKn: 33) (lit. ... it was no 
longer my torso that hovered under the ceiling at this tailor in Pardubice, it was me personally 
...) 
140b. After that I often dreamed about how I personally, not my torso, was floating up there 
by the ceiling of the Pardubice tailoring firm. (BHKe: 32) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
141. Red Music vyhrávala (špatně, ale s nadšením šestnáctiletých) za panování nejarijštějšího 
z Arijců a jeho kulturního poskoka Dr. Goebbelse. A právě Goebbels prohlásil: .... (JŠc: 11) 
141a. Red Music spilte (elendig men med tenåringenes enthusiasme) under den mest ariske av 
alle ariene og hans kulturelle altmuligmann Goebbels. Det var dr. Goebbels som en gang sa:... 
(JŠn: 9) (lit. It was Dr. Goebbels who once said: ...) 
141b. It was Goebbels who declared ... (JŠe: 10-11)  
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
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142. ... dole na zanedbané, pohřební zahradě za hotelem, penziónem, rekreačním střediskem 
či co to bylo. (JŠc: 36) 
142a. ... der nede i den vanstelte, kirkegårdlignende hagen bak hotellet, pensjonatet, 
rekreasjonsentret eller hva det nå var det var. (JŠn: 99) (... or what it actually was it was.) 
142b. ... down in the desolate, funereal garden behind the hotel, the inn, that recreation centre 
or whatever it was. (JŠe: 36) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
143. Nezáleží na tom, jak se tomu říká, pravila. Ani Bůh nemusíte říkat. Na slovech nezáleží. 
Ale musíte znát pravdu. (JŠc: 42-43) 
143a. Det spiller ingen rolle hva en kaller det, sa hun. En må ikke engang si Gud. Det er ikke 
ordene som teller. Men man må kjenne Sannheten. (JŠn: 105) (lit. It is not the words that 
matter. But one must know the truth.) 
143b. Words don’t matter. But you must know the truth. (JŠe: 43) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, different FSP. 
 
144. ... ale jemu ta cesta a ta budoucnost nebyla souzena, protože jemu také nešlo o 
budoucnost, ale jen o přítomnost krátkého rekreačního týdne, jen o oplzlou vzpomínku, která 
mu měla zůstat. To já měl jít po té cestě ... (JŠc: 58) 
144a. Men denne veien og fremtiden skulle ikke bli hans, for han interesserte seg ikke for 
hennes fremtid, bare for denne ferieukens korte nåtid, for en liderlig opplevelse og det 
sanselige minnet om den. Det var jeg som skulle gå denne veien ... (JŠn: 120) (lit. It was I 
who should go this way ...) 
144b. I was the one who could follow that path ... (JŠe: 59) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). 
 
 
145. To je nesmysl, vykřikl jsem. To vám namluvil ten pitomec, ten učitel. (JŠc: 77) 
145a. Dette er vanvidd, utbrøt jeg. Dette er det den idioten av en lærer som har satt i hodet på 
Dem. (JŠn: 139) (lit. This is it the idiot teacher who has put into your head.) 
145b. That’s nonsense! I exclaimed. It was that idiot schoolteacher who made you believe 
that. (JŠe: 80) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Fronting. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
146. ... a řekla mi Nezlobte se, ale mohl byste mi ukázat občanskou legitimaci? [...] a 
okamžitě jsem věděl, že je to učitel, že učitel jí ve svém bezmocném vzteku namluvil, že jsem 
podvodník ... (JŠc: 76-77) 
146a. Og hun sa, Ikke ta det ille opp, men kunne jeg få se identitetsbeviset Deres? [...] Og jeg 
innså straks at det var læreren som i sitt avmektige sinne hadde overbevist henne om at jeg var 
en bedrager ... (JŠn: 138-139) (lit. that it was the teacher who in his impotent rage had 
persuaded her that I was a cheat ...) 
146b. ... and instantly I knew it was the schoolteacher, that in his impotent rage the 
schoolteacher had convinced her I was a cheat,... (JŠe: 80) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP 
4. English counterpart: different construction, two clauses, corresponds better to the 
Czech original. 
 
147. Ale snad to byl Osud, ten mlynář, mstitel, vládce, přítel a pán – snad spravedlivý, který ji 
[válečnou sekyru] vykopal v tom vlaku, ujíždějícím šťavnatým krajem ... (JŠc: 80-81) 
147a. Men kanskje var det Skjebnen, denne møller, hevner, hersker, venn og herre – rettferdig 
som den vel er – som tok hevnen ut i dette toget som rullet gjennom ettersommerens 
bugnende landskap ... (JŠn: 142-143) (lit. But maybe was it Fate, this miller, avenger, ruler, 
friend and lord – just as he hopefully is – who took revenge in this train that rolled through 
late summer’s ripe landscape.) 
147b. But maybe it was Fate, the miller, the avenger tyrant, friend and lord who provided the 
means on that train rolling through the ripe August landscape,... (JŠe: 84) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
148. ... pár asi třicetiletých bezdětných manželů, on technický úředník projekční kanceláře, 
ona úřednice Státního úřadu statistického, zamlklý tovární mistr, pásek, vedoucí oděvní 
prodejny, jeho manželka, já a učitel. A hrála se hra. Navrhl ji projekční úředník a jeho 
manželka: ... (JŠc: 81) 
148a. ... et par barnløse ektefolk på omlag de tredve, han teknisk tegner ved et 
planleggingskontor og hun ansatt i Statistisk Sentralbyrå, den fåmælte fabrikkformannen, 
jyplingen, sjefen for klesbutikken med frue, læreren og jeg. Vi lekte en lek. Det var den 
tekniske tegneren og hans kone som foreslo den: ... (JŠn: 143) (lit. It was the technical 
draftsman and his wife who suggested it: ...) 
148b. It was the idea of the draftsman and his wife. (JŠe: 84) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
149. “Dávejte správný otázky, jo?“ 
Učitel zrudl vztekem. 
„Copak nedávám?“ (JŠc: 89) 
149a. ”Kom med noen ordentlige spørsmål!” 
Læreren ble rød i ansiktet av sinne. 
”Er det ikke det jeg gjør?” (JŠn: 151) (lit. Is it not it I am doing?) 
149b. ”What do you think I am doing?” (JŠe: 93) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction. 
 
150. Zase to zapraštění, jako by se v něm při každém shýbnutí lámala kostra, roztříštěná 
jakýmsi dum-dum, na drobné kostičky – ale čím vlastně držel pohromadě? (JŠc: 107) 
150a. Igjen knakte det som om hele skjelettet hans ble brutt opp i småknokler av en eller 
annen dumdum med hver bevegelse – men hva var det da egentlig som holdt ham sammen? 
(JŠn: 31) (lit. ...  but what was it then actually that held him together?) 
150b. ...but what held him together then? (JŠe: 111-112) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
151. „Nač vy tolik potřebujete svobodu?“ zeptal jsem se ho. „Nač ji potřebujete vy?“ oplatil 
mi otázku. „Jsem děvkař,“ odpověděl jsem. „Nepotřebuji svobodu kvůli ženám, chci ji sám 
pro sebe,“ (MKŽc: 14) 
151a. ”Hvorfor har du sånt behov for frihet?” spurte jeg. ”Og du selv?” sparket han ballen 
over til meg. ”Jeg er en jentefut,” svarte jeg. ”Det er ikke på grunn av jenter, det er for meg 
selv og meg alene jeg trenger min frihet,” (MKŽn: 8-9) (lit. ”It is not because of girls, it is for 
myself and me alone I need my freedom,”) 
151b. “I don’t need freedom for women, I need it for myself,” (MKŽe: 6) 
 
1. Adjunct (reason). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type.  
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
152. ... protože když jsem s ním, nemusím měnit své ideály a vkus, je obyčejný, prostý, 
veselý, jasný, a to je to, co miluju, co jsem vždycky milovala. (MKŽc: 21) 
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152a. ... sammen med ham behøver jeg verken å forandre idealer eller smak, han er en vanlig 
mann, enkel, munter, klar og det er det jeg elsker og er glad i, alltid har elsket. (MKŽn: 16) 
(lit. ...  it is it I love and like, always have loved.) 
152b. That’s what I love, that’s what I’ve always loved. (MKŽe: 15) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing effect, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
153. ... Pavel je moje mládí, Praha, fakulta, kolej a hlavně Fučíkův soubor písní a tanců, dnes 
už nikdo neví, co to pro nás bylo, tam jsem Pavla poznala ... (MKŽc: 21-22) 
153a. ... Pavel er min ungdom, Praha, fakultetet, studenthjemmet og først og fremst Sang- og 
danseensemblet ”Fučík”, i dag er det ingen som vet hva alt dette betydde for oss, det var der 
jeg ble kjent med Pavel ... (MKŽn: 17) (lit. ... it was there I got to know Pavel ...) 
153b. ... that’s where I met Pavel ... (MKŽe: 16) 
 
1. Adjunct (place). 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: identification. 
4. English counterpart: pseudo-cleft. 
 
154. ... zpívali jsme sovětské písně, naše budovatelské písně a ovšem lidové písně, ty jsme 
zpívali nejraději ... (MKŽc: 22) 
154a. ... sang sovjetiske sanger, sanger om bygging av sosialismen og selvsagt også 
folkesanger, det var de vi var gladest i å synge ... (MKŽn: 17) (lit. ... it was they we were most 
fond of singing.) 
154b. ... and of course folk songs, we liked those the best ... (MKŽe: 16) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. English counterpart: different construction. 
 
155. ... opisovala jsem mu ve volném čase referáty [...] náramně mu na nich záleželo, to vím 
jen já, jak mu záleželo na úspěchu jeho politických vystoupení .... (MKŽc: 23) 
155a. ... i fritiden skrev jeg av og mangfoldiggjorde de foredragene [...]  han var søren så 
opptatt av dem, det er vel bare jeg som vet hvor opptatt han var av at de politiske innleggene 
hans skulle slå an ... (MKŽn: 19) (lit. ... it is actually only I who knows how cared he about 
that his political appearances would be successful ...) 
155b. ... only I know how much the success of his political appearances meant to him ... 
(MKŽe: 17) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent, Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
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4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
156. Vždyť co mi nakonec zbylo v mém životě? (MKŽc: 25) 
156a. For hva er det egentlig jeg har igjen i livet? (MKŽn: 20) (For what is it actually I have 
remaining in my life?) 
156b. What else do I have to live for? (MKŽe: 19) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: different construction.  
 
157. ... jenomže já se nebudu nikdy stydět za to, že mám partaj ráda [...] Pavel má jiné ženy, 
už po nich nepátrám, dcerka zbožňuje otce, má práce je už deset let bezútěšně stejná, 
reportáže, rozhovory, pořady o splněných plánech, kravínech, dojičkách, domácnost je stejná 
beznaděj, jenom strana se na mě nikdy neprovinila ... (MKŽc: 25) 
157a. ... men jeg for min del vil aldri skamme meg over at jeg er glad i Partiet [...] Pavel har 
andre kvinner, jeg gidder ikke lenger å prøve å finne ut hvilke, Zdena forguder sin far, mitt 
arbeid har vært til kjedsommelighet det samme i ti år nå, reportasjer, intervjuer, programmer 
om oppfylte planer, om mønsterfjøs, om melkemaskiner og mønsterbudeier, og hjemmet mit 
er like håpløst, det er bare Partiet som aldri har gjort noe galt mot meg ... (MKŽn: 20-21) (lit. 
... it is only the Party that never has done anything wrong to  me ...) 
157b. ... it’s only the Party that’s never done me any harm ... (MKŽe: 19) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: selection 
8. Norwegian example: cleft. 
 
158. ... to Pavel by mluvil jenom o sobě, ale to právě bylo legrační, že jsem u něho byla celou 
hodinu a o jeho ústavu jsem věděla tolik, co předtím ... (MKŽc: 28) 
158a. ... Pavel for eksempel ville bare ha snakket om seg selv, men det var nettopp det som 
var så komisk: jeg var hos ham en hel time og likevel visste jeg like lite som før om instituttet 
hans da jeg kom ut ... (MKŽn: 24) (... but it was precisely it that was so comical: ...) 
158b. ... Pavel would have talked about himself the whole time, but it was really funny, I 
spent a full hour with him and didn’t know any more about his institute than when I came. 
(MKŽe: 23) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, no focusing device. 
 
159. Řekla jsem mu, že proti tomu nic nemám, že jsem byla vždycky vyznavačkou radosti, že 
mi není nic protivnějšího než všechny ty módní smutky a chandry, a on mi řekl, že to nic 
neznamená, co vyznávám, že vyznavači radosti bývají většinou ti nejsmutnější lidé. (MKŽc: 
28-29) 
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159a. Jeg svarte at jeg ikke hadde noe å innvende mot det, at jeg alltid hadde bekjent meg til 
gleden, at det ikke var noe jeg avskydde mer enn all denne moteriktige melankolien, og han sa 
at det ikke betydde noe hva jeg bekjente meg til, det var stort sett de sørgeligste figurer som 
bekjente seg til gleden. (MKŽn: 25) (lit. ... it was usually the saddest figures who professed 
joy. ) 
159b. ... people who shout joy form the rooftops are often the saddest of all ... (MKŽe: 24) 
 
1. Subject.  
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
160. Byl jsem vážný, nadšený a přesvědčený na schůzích; šťouravý a popichovačný mezi 
nejbližšími kamarády; byl jsem cynický a křečovitě duchaplný s Markétou; a když jsem byl 
sám (a myslil na Markétu), býval jsem bezradný a školácky rozechvělý. 
Byla snad ta poslední tvář ta pravá? (MKŽc: 37) 
160a. På møtene var jeg alvorlig, entusiastisk og overbevist; foretaksom og ertende i den 
nærmeste kameratkretsen; overfor Marketa var jeg kynisk og krampaktig åndfull; og når jeg 
var for meg self (og tenkte på Marketa) var jeg gjerne rådvill og skoleguttopphisset. 
Var det kanskje dette siste som var mitt sanne ansikt? (MKŽn: 31) (Was it maybe the last that 
was my true face?) 
160b. Was that last face the real one? (MKŽe: 33) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context dependent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: selection; syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
161. „Kdo ještě tady ví, že jsme byli jediní, kteří se zvedli k odporu?“ (ALc: 87) 
161a. Hvem andre er det som vet at vi var de eneste som reiste oss og gjorde motstand? (ALn: 
60) (lit. Who others is it who know that we were the only ones who rose up and put up 
resistance.) 
161b. How many people here know that we were the only ones to resist? (ALe: 75) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
162. Zeptala jsem se ho, odkdy je tak galantní? (ALc: 102) 
162a. Jeg sa at det var svært så galant han var blitt. (ALn: 69) (lit. I said that it was very much 
gallant he has become.) 
162b. I asked him why he was being so polite. (ALe: 88) 
 
1. Subject complement. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
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3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
 
163. Nebylo to jen její tělo, na které se dívala a jemuž naslouchala. Slyšela svůj vnitřní hlas, 
složený z mnoha hlasů, zpěvů i nářků a ozvěn. (ALc: 109) 
163a. Det var ikke bare sin kropp hun iakttok og lyttet til. Hun lyttet til en stemme inne i seg. 
(ALn: 72) (lit. It was not only her body she gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice 
inside her.) 
163b. It was not only her body that Dita gazed at and listened to. She listened to a voice 
within her, compounded of many voices and echoes. (ALe: 93) 
 
5. Object. 
6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast, FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
164. Uvažovala o niti, která podivuhodně spojuje všechno, co člověk viděl, slyšel a prožil, 
s tím, co od života očekává. (ALc: 110) 
164a. Hvilken merkelig tråd var det som forbandt alt det et menneske så, hørte og opplevde 
med det som man ventet seg av livet? (ALn: 73) (lit. What strange thread was it that joined 
everything what a person saw, heard and experienced with what one was waiting from his 
life?) 
164b. She thought of the extraordinary thread binding everything that a person has seen, 
heard, and experienced with what that person expected from life. (ALe: 94) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
165. Uvažovala o niti, která podivuhodně spojuje všechno, co člověk viděl, slyšel a prožil, 
s tím, co od života očekává. [...] Co to je, co obojí spojuje? Minulost a přítomnost s tím, co 
teprve přijde? (ALc: 110) 
165a. Hvilken merkelig tråd var det som forbandt alt det et menneske så, hørte og opplevde 
med det som man ventet seg av livet? [...] Hva var det som kunne forene fortid og nåtid og 
fremtid i ett eneste øyeblikk som dette? (ALn: 73) (lit. What was it that could join past and 
present and future in just one moment like this?) 
165b. What was it that joined the past and the present with what was still to come? (ALe: 94) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context dependent. Stress-focus 
type.  
7. Possible motivation: FSP, syntactic: question. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
166. „Nebesa,“ probudila se Líza. „To snad někdo v noci ukradl nebo zastavil budíka, že 
nezvoní?“ (ALc: 116) 
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166a. Lisa våknet med et rykk. ”Herregud, er det noen som har solgt vekkerklokken? Jeg har 
ikke hørt den?” (ALn: 77) (lit. Lisa woke up with a jerk. “God, is it somebody who has sold 
the alarm clock? I have not heard it?”) 
166b. “Has someone sold the alarm clock, or has it disappeared? It didn’t go off.” (ALe: 99) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question; FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
 
167. „Byl bys radši, kdybych mlčela, abys mohl taky mlčet? Nic neříkat?“  
Nebyla to jen slova, po kterých se jí stýskalo, ale i hlas, který si přála slyšet. (ALc: 154) 
167a. D.E bare smilte. Det var ikke ordene hun lengtet etter å høre. Hun ville bare høre en 
stemme. (ALn: 106) (lit. D.E. only smiled. It was not words she longed to hear. She wanted 
only to hear a voice.) 
167b. It was not his words she longed for. She just wanted to hear his voice. (ALe: 136) 
 
5. Prepositional object. 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent; Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. (the Czech original does not correspond to the translations; 
there are probably two versions of the original.) 
 
168. „Taky se ti to zdá všechno nahé?“ 
„Jenom my dva.“ (ALc: 160) 
168a. ”Synes du også at alt her er forferdelig nakent?” 
”Det er bare vi to som er nakne.” (ALn: 116) (lit. “It is only we two who is naked.”) 
168b. Does it seem naked to you too?” “There’s only the two of us,” (ALe: 146-147) 
 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
169. „Holky říkají, že mi sluší všechno. I náramek. Ale ty jediný víš, jak je to se mnou, když 
nemám nic než náramek.“ (ALc: 166-167) 
169a. Folk sier at jeg kler alt. Men det er bare du som vet hvordan jeg ser ut når jeg bare har 
på meg et armbånd. (ALn: 123) (lit. But it is only you who know how I look when I only have 
on me a bracelet.) 
169b. ... but only you know what I look like when I’m wearing nothing but a bracelet. (ALe: 
153) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
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3. Possible motivation: textual: selection. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, focusing adverb. 
 
170. Horší bylo, když mě poprvé ostříhali dohola. A že mě stříhal muž. (ALc: 167) 
170a. Det verste var at de nå for første gang snauklipte meg, og at det var en mann som gjorde 
det. (ALn: 123) (lit. The worst was that they now for the first time cut my hair, and that it was 
a man who did it.) 
170b. It was worse when they first shaved my head bare, and that it was a man who did it. 
(ALe: 153) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
171. ... mám v úmyslu podniknout – jestli to půjde – určitý krok (pozval jsem v té věci 
obhájce). Chci to udělat především kvůli svému dobrému pocitu – že jsem to byl já, kdo 
udělal za celou věcí tu správnou tečku. (VHc: 25) 
171a. ... for at den ikke skal gjøre det, akter jeg – hvis det går – å foreta et viss skritt (og i den 
anledning har jeg bedt forsvareren om å komme hit). Jeg vil gjøre det først og fremst form 
min egen sjelefreds skyld – at det var jeg som satte det riktige punktum for hele saken. (VHn: 
29) (lit. ...that it was I who put the right full stop for the whole matter.) 
171b. I’d like to think it was I who brought the whole matter to a proper conclusion. (VHe: 
38) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. Czech original cleft. 
 
172. ... po svém návratu z vězení v roce 77 jsem byl z toho, jak se to tehdy semlelo, tak 
nešťastný, ba přímo zoufalý, že mi bylo všechno jedno a šlo mi pouze o jediné: ukázat, že 
jsem nedal přednost svému pohodlí. (VHc: 31) 
172a. ... i 1977, etter hjemkomsten fra fengslet, var jeg så ulykkelig over hvordan saken var 
falt ut, ja jeg var direkte fortvilet, slik at alt var likegyldig og det var bare én ting det gjaldt for 
meg: å vise at jeg ikke hadde foretrukket mitt eget velvære. (VHn: 35) (lit. and it was only 
one thing it mattered for me: to show that I not had preferred my own well-being.) 
172b. ... I became obsessed with proving that I had not put my own well-being first. (VHe: 
43) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
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173. Nikdy jsem ještě takto nepsal: mám málo místa, nemůžu psát v noci, musím šetřit 
papírem, nemám se čím při psaní povzbudit atd. Moc toho zatím, pravda nemám – – asi 10 
stránek. (VHc: 38) 
173a. Jeg har aldri før skrevet på denne måten, jeg har lite plass, kan ikke skrive om natten, 
må spare på papiret, han ingen ting å friske meg opp med under skrivningen osv. Det er 
riktignok ikke stort jeg har skrevet foreløbig – omtrent 10 sider ... (VHn: 41) (lit. It is indeed 
not much I have written so far – about 10 pages.) 
173b. The fact is I haven’t written much yet – about 10 pages. (VHe: 50) 
 
1. Adjunct (measure). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
 
174. Když na mne padá beznaděj, jóguji – a pomáhá to. Deprimují mne maličkosti – nikoli 
celková situace. (VHc: 47) 
174a. Når håpløsheten faller over meg, driver jeg med yoga – og det hjelper. Det er småting 
som deprimerer meg – ikke situasjonen i sin helhet. (VHn: 47) (lit. It is little things that 
depress me – not the situation as a whole.) 
174b. It’s the trivial details that depress me, never the general situation. (VHe: 57) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
175. ... jediný zajímavý rozhovor by mne vyprovokoval k nepoměrně výraznějším duševním 
činům než týden soustředěného přemýšlení [...] Inspiruje mě zkušenost světa, nikoli vlastní 
nitro. (VHc: 48) 
175a. ... en eneste interessant samtale, ville provosere meg til uendelig mye mer utpregede 
åndelige handlinger enn en hel uke av kontrert ettertanke [...] Det er erfaringen av verden som 
inspirerer meg, ikke mitt eget indre. (VHn: 48) (lit. It is the experience of the world that 
inspires me, not my own inner being.) 
175b. What inspires me are experiences of the world, not of my own inner being. (VHe: 58) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: summarizing function, contrast. 
4. English counterpart: pseudo-cleft. 
 
176. K Tvým dopisům celkově: trochu se mi zdá, že nepíšeš docela spontánně, protože příliš 
myslíš na to, že to nečtu sám. (VHc: 71) 
176a. Generelt til dine brev: det ser litt ut som du ikke skriver helt spontant, for du tenker for 
mye på at det ikke er bare meg som leser det. (VHn: 71) (lit. ...that it not is only me who reads 
it.) 
176b. ... that I’m not the only one who reads them. (VHe: 84) 
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1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD, cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: reversed pseudo-cleft (th-cleft). 
 
177. Bylo to po delší době poprvé, co mne něco napadlo – něco adekvátního mým novým 
životním zkušenostem; jestli ten námět vydrží nebo bude zavržen jako všechny předchozí, to 
zatím přirozeně nevím. Ale o tom jsem psát nechtěl, líčil jsem jen svou náladovost. Inu, jsem 
už takový, jak se říká „nervní“ člověk ... (VHc: 89) 
177a. Dette var første gang på lang tid at noe var falt meg inn – noe så adekvat til min nye 
livserfaring; om dette tema holder seg eller om det vil bli forkastet som alle de tidligere, det 
vet jeg naturligvis foreløbig ikke. Men det var ikke dette jeg ville skrive om, jeg ville bare 
skildre mine skiftende stemninger. Ja, jeg er nå en gang et sånt ”nerve-menneske” ... (VHn: 
88) (lit. But it was not this I wanted to write about.) 
177b. But I didn’t intend to write about that ... (VHe: 100) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
178. ... a má dobrý zvyk, který u mnoha jiných lékařů postrádám, že totiž člověku pořádně 
vysvětlí, co mu chybí a co a proč s tím udělá. (VHc: 105) 
178a. ... og har den gode vanen som jeg savner hos mange andre tannleger, at han forklarer 
skikkelig for en hva det er som er i veien og hva og hvorfor han vil gjøre det eller det. (VHn: 
102) (lit. ...what it is that is wrong ...) 
178b. and has a good habit, which I miss in other doctors, of explaining clearly what’s wrong 
with you, what he’s doing about it and why. (VHe: 116) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
179. ... dnes mi například víc záleží na duchovní a mravní komunikaci s některými jinými 
lidmi, než kteří můj horizont tvořili řekněme před deseti nebo ještě před pěti lety (pozor: 
fyzické přemístění roli nehraje, hraje ji reorientace osobnostní ... (VHc: 113) 
179a. ... i dag legger jeg for eksempel større vekt på åndelig og moralsk kommunikasjon med 
andre mennesker enn dem som dannet min horisont la oss si for ti år siden eller ennå for fem 
år siden (merk: den fysiske forflyttingen spiller inger rolle, det er personlighetens re-
orientering som avgjør det ... (VHn: 110) (lit. ... it is reorientation of the person that decides it 
...) 
179b. ... physical change of place plays no role here; the operative factor is a redirection of 
personality ... (VHe: 123) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD, cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
180. ... chtěli jsme to opravdu kdysi na zábradlí uvádět [...] Pokud si dobře vzpomínám, 
hlavním prosazovatelem té hry jsem byl já. (VHc: 125) 
180a. ... i sin tid hadde vi virkelig tenkt å sette det opp hos oss [...] Minnes jeg rett var det jeg 
som gikk sterkest inn for stykket. (VHn: 120) (lit. Remember I right, was it I who went in 
strongest for the play.) 
180b. If I remember it correctly, I was the main proponent of the play ... (VHe: 135) 
 
1. Subject.  
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, different FSP. 
 
181. Pravdu máte, že byl také filozof – přece nejsou filozofy jen profesoři, každý myslící 
člověk má nějakou svou filozofii ... (KČc: 165) 
181a. De har rett i at han også var filosof. Det er jo ikke bare professorer som er filosofer, 
hvert tenkende menneske har sin filosofi ... (KČn: 163) (lit. It is not only professors who are 
philosophers, every thinking man has his philosophy ...) 
181b. You are right, he was a philosopher too – after all it is not only professors who are 
philosophers, every thinking man has some philosophy of his own ... (KČe: 13) 
 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
182. Na vědcích a filozofech neuctíváme jejich nadání, nýbrž to veliké usilování o pravdu – to 
je čin mravní. (KČc: 167) 
182a. Hos vitenskapsmannen og filosofen er det ikke deres begavelse vi nærer slik beundring 
for, men deres kamp for å vinne fram til sannheten – det er deres moralske innsats. (KČn: 
165) (lit. In the scientist and philosopher is it not their talent we give such an admiration to, 
but their fight to gain the truth.) 
182b. We do not honour the talents of the scientists and philosophers, but their great struggle 
for the truth. (KČe: 17) 
 
1. Prepositional Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
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183. To je to celé: to co víme, vědět bezpečně a s jistotou, aspoň s veškerou jistotou té doby 
dosažitelnou. Jak to řekl Aristoteles: člověk od přírody baží po poznání – ano ale baží právě 
po poznání jistém a bezpečném. (KČc: 169) 
183a. Dette er avgjørende: å vite det vi vet sikkert og bestemt, i hvert fall med den visshet 
som for tiden er oppnåelig. Som Aristoteles har sagt: Det er naturlig for mennesket å strebe 
etter erkjennelse – ja vel, men det er nettopp klar og sikker erkjennelse det streber etter. (KČn: 
167) (lit. ... yes, but it is precisely evident and certain knowledge he desires.) 
183b. ... yes; but it is just that certain and sure knowledge that he desires. (KČe: 20) 
 
5. Object. 
6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: FSP.  
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
184. Každé vědecké poznání je podrobeno ustavičné kontrole a kritice nesčetných lidí; může 
být a je pořád ověřováno, korigováno nebo potvrzováno. Nepřibývá jenom poznatků, ale i 
metod kritických. (KČc: 170) 
184a. Hver eneste vitenskapelig erkjennelse er under stadig kontroll og kritikk av utallige 
mennesker, kan undersøkes, korrigeres eller bekreftes og blir det faktisk også. Det er ikke 
bare erkjennelser det blir flere av, men også kritiske metoder ... (KČn: 168) (lit. It is not only 
facts there is more of, but also critical methods.) 
184b. Not only is there an increase in the facts of knowledge but also in critical methods. 
(KČe: 22) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, initial adverb. 
 
185. Primitiv je úplně pohroužen ve své okolí, je naprostý objektivista; do sebe se člověk 
pozorněji dívá hodně později. (KČc: 171) 
185a. Det primitve menneske går totalt opp i sitt miljø, det er absolutt objektivistisk. Det er 
først langt senere at mennesket mer rettet blikket inn mot seg selv. (KČn: 169) (lit. It is first 
much later that man more directed the sight into himself) 
185b. ...man looks with more attention into himself much later on. (KČe: 24) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
independent. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
186. Chceme vědět, musíme vědět, které poznání je platné, správné a bezpečné. Prakticky 
máme dvojí záruku toho, že poznáváme správně. Předně, řekl bych, záruku etickou: správnost 
našeho poznávání je do značné míry zaručena naší pravdivostí, opravdovostí, intelektuální 
poctivostí; (KČc: 176) 
186a. Vi vil og må vite hviklen erkjennelse er gyldig, riktig og pålitelig. I praksis har vi to 
slags garantier for å erkjenne riktig. Først vil jeg nevne den etiske garanti: i stor utstrekning er 
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det vår redelighet, vårt alvor, vår intellektuelle ærlighet som gir sikkerhet for riktig 
erkjennelse. (KČn: 175) (lit. ... to a great extent is it our integrity, our seriousness, our 
intellectual honesty that gives certainty to the right knowledge.) 
186b. ... the correctness of our knowledge is guaranteed by our truthfulness, seriousness, 
intellectual honesty; (KČe: 34) 
 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: FSP. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
187. ... třeba egoism skupiny, strany, třídy. Lidé, kteří mluví jménem národa nebo doby, 
přičítají sobě samým ten jedině správný cit a smysl pro národ, vlast, dobu: ti druzí, hlavně ti 
kritičtější, podle nich toho pravého citu a smyslu nemají ... (KČc: 181) 
187a. ... en gruppe-, parti- eller klasseegoisme. Mennesker som taler på vegne av en nasjon 
eller av tiden, gir det utseende av at det bare er de selv som har den riktige forståelse av 
nasjonen, fedrelandet, tiden. De andre og særlig da de mer kritiske, har, etter deres påstand, 
ikke denne sanne forståelse ... (KČn: 179-180) (lit. People who speak in the name of a nation 
or of the times, give the impression that it only is they themselves who has the right 
understanding of the nation ...) 
187b. People who speak in the name of the nation, or of the times, attribute to themselves the 
only proper feeling and understanding for the nation, fatherland, the times ... (KČe: 42) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
188. Také zločinec má city, je veden a hnán city a vůli. Cit ani vůle nejsou argument, chybí-li 
rozum. [...] A nejen z citů a z vůle se dělává taková nadrozumová autorita, nýbrž i z pudů. [...] 
Všimněte si, jaké hlouposti někteří spisovatelé provádějí s pudem pohlavním, někteří 
demagogové s instinktem národním ... (KČc: 181) 
188a. Også en forbryter har følelser, blir ledet og drevet av sine følelser og sin vilje. Følelse 
og vilje er ikke noe argument når fornuften ikke er med [...] Det er ikke bare følelsen og 
forstanden som en gjør til en overrasjonell autoritet, men også driftene. [...] Bare tenk på hvor 
mye tøy det kan presteres fra forfattere når det gjelder kjønnsdriften, og fra demagoger når det 
gjelder den nasjonale instinkt ... (KČn: 180) (lit. It is not only feelings and reason that one 
makes into a superrational authority, but also instincts.) 
188b. And not only out of feelings and will is such a superrational authority being created, but 
also out of instincts ... (KČe: 43) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic linking, contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, negative adjunct with inversion, initial 
adjunct. 
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189. Takzvané poznání citem bývá prosté rozumové poznání, ale provázené silným citem. 
Vždyť je to právě činnost vnímací a rozumová, co dává citům, vůli a tak dále představitelný 
obsah. Člověk chce něco, směřuje k něčemu. To něco není vytvořeno citem ani chtěním, je 
dáno pozorováním, představováním, zkušeností, rozumem; to něco může být správné nebo 
nesprávné, možné nebo nemožné ... (KČc: 182) 
189a. Den såkalte følelsesmessige erkjennelse pleier ganske enkelt være en forstandsmessig 
erkjennelse som er ledsaget av en sterk følelse. Det er jo sansingen og den intellektuelle 
virksomhet som gir følelsene, viljen osv. det konkrete innhold. Mennesket ønsker å oppnå et 
eller annet, viljen og følelsen har satt seg et mål. Men dette mål er ikke et produkt av vilje og 
følelse, det er betinget av iakttagelse, forestilling, erfaring, forstand. Dette mål kan være riktig 
eller uriktig, mulig eller umulig... (KČn: 181) (It is indeed perception and the intellectual 
activity that gives the feelings, will etc. the concrete content.) 
189b. Is it not the perceiving and reasoning activities which give feelings, will, and suchlike 
things, their imaginative content? (KČe: 45) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent; cleft clause: context independent, highest degree 
of CD. Informative-presupposition type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
190. Podle Platóna smylové nepoznávají, jen rozum; ne zkušenost, ale obecné pojmy jsou 
pravým poznáním. (KČc: 182) 
190a. Ifølge Platon er det ikke sansene, men bare forstanden som erkjenner. Ikke erfaring, 
men almene begreper er sann erkjennelse. (KČn: 181) (lit. According to Plato is it not the 
senses, but only the reason that apprehend.) 
190b. According to Plato the senses do not apprehend, only reason does that ... (KČe: 45) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
191. „Když jdeš k ženě, vezmi si bič,“ citoval Nietzscheho, z jehož díla znal právě jen tuto 
větu. 
„Hochu drahej,“ povzdechl si Klíma, „bič si na mě vzala ona.“ (MKVc: 19) 
191a. ”Når du går til en kvinne, ta pisken med,” siterte han fra Nietzsche, med den eneste 
setningen av ham han kjente. 
”Kjære den,” sukket Klíma, ”pisken er det hun som kommer til meg med.” (MKVn: 14) (lit. 
...whip is it she that comes to me with.) 
191b.  ... “unfortunately it’s not I who has the whip hand, but that woman.” (MKVe: 10) 
 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
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192. Pak přistoupil se stolku s telefonem a zeptal se: „Kdy jste přijel?“ (MKVc: 30) 
192a. Så gikk han bort til telefornbordet og spurte: ”Når var det De kom?” (MKVn: 26) (lit. 
When was it you came?) 
192a. “When did you arrive?” (MKVe: 20) 
 
1. Adjunct (time). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
193. ... a zavolala na ni: „Telefon!“ 
Tvářila se tak slavnostně, že Růžena hned věděla, kdo ji volá. (MKVc: 39) 
193a. ... og ropte på henne: ”Telefon!” 
Hun satte opp en så høytidelig mine at Růžena straks forstod hvem det var som ringte. 
(MKVn: 34) (lit. ... that Růžena immediately understood who it was that called.) 
193b. ...that Ruzena knew at once  who was on the phone. (MKVe: 27) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
194. „Mám v komisi dvě báby, které zastupují lidovládu, jsou nesmírně škaredé a nenávidí 
všechny ženy, které k nám přicházejí. Víte, kdo jsou největší mizogynové na světě? Ženy. 
(MKVc: 43) 
194a. ”Jeg har to megger i kommisjonen som representerer folkestyret, de er forferdelig 
stygge og hater alle kvinner som kommmer til oss. Vet De hvem det er i verden som er de 
største kvinnehatere? Det er kvinnene. (MKVn: 37) (lit. Know you who it is in the world that 
are the biggest woman haters?) 
194b. Who are the greatest misogynists in the world? (MKVe: 30) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
195. Psi, to je opravdu vážný problém a nemyslím si to jen já, nýbrž i ty největší politické 
osobnosti. (MKVc: 48) 
195a. Hunder, det er virkelig et meget alvorlig problem, og det er ikke bare jeg som mener 
det, men selv de høyeste politiske personligheter. (MKVn: 41) (lit. ... and it is not only I who 
means it, but even the highest political personalities.) 
195b. That’s not just my opinion, it is the opinion of some of our highest statesmen. (MKVe: 
34) 
 
1. Subject. 
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2. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
196. ... a řekl dívce, že si neumí představit, jak hrozné dva měsíce zažil. Dívka se ho zeptala, 
co se mu stalo ... (MKVc: 50) 
196a. ... og sa til piken at hun overhodet ikke kunne forestille seg hvilke fryktelige to måneder 
han hadde gjennomlevd. Piken spurte hva det var som hadde hendt ham ... (MKVn: 43) (lit. 
The girl asked what it was that had happened to him ...) 
196b. She asked him to explain ... (MKVe: 36) 
 
1. Subject. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, word order. 
 
197. „Celé dva měsíce ses vůbec neozval a já jsem ti dvakrát napsala.“ 
„Nezlob se na mě,“ řekl trumpetista. „Schválně jsem se ti neozýval. Nechtěl jsem. Bál jsem se 
toho, co se ve mně děje. Bránil jsem se lásce. (MKVc: 52) 
197a. ”Hele to måneder lot du ikke høre fra deg, og jeg skrev til deg to ganger.” 
”Vær ikke sint på meg.” sa trompetisten. ”Det var ikke med hensikt at jeg ikke lot høre fra 
meg. Jeg ville ikke. Jeg var forskrekket over det som foregikk inne i meg. Jeg verget meg mot 
kjærligheten. (MKVn: 45-46) (lit. It was not intentionally that I not let hear from myself.) 
197b. I didn’t answer you on purpose. (MKVe: 37) 
 
1. Adjunct (manner). 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: textual: topic launching. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft, word order. 
 
198. A o tom dítěti nechce mluvit, protože pro něho je důležitá Růžena, a ne její dítě. (MKVc: 
52) 
198a. Om barnet vil han ikke snakke, for ham er det Růžena som er det viktigste og ikke 
hennes barn. (MKVn: 46) (lit. About the baby wants he not talk, for him is it Růžena that is 
the most important and not her baby.) 
198b. There was no point in talking about the baby, for it was Ruzena who was important to 
him, and not her baby. (MKVe: 38) 
 
5. Subject. 
6. Focused element: context dependent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Fronting. Stress-focus type. 
7. Possible motivation: textual: contrast. 
8. English counterpart: cleft. 
 
199. „Přijel jsem také proto, abych ti vrátil tabletu,“ řekl Jakub. [...] Pak jí konečně pokynul, 
aby se oblékla a obrátil se na přítele: „Cos to říkal?“ 
„Že jsem ti přišel vrátit tabletu.“ (MKVc: 69-70) 
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199a. ”Jeg kom for å levere tilbake tabletten også,” sa Jakub. [...] Så vinket han endelig til 
henne at hun skulle ta på seg og vendte seg mot vennen: ”Hva var det du sa?” 
”At jeg kom for å levere tilbake tabletten.” (MKVn: 61-62) (lit. What was it you said?) 
199b. “Sorry, what were you saying?” (MKVe: 53) 
 
1. Object. 
2. Focused element: context independent, highest degree of CD; cleft clause: context 
dependent. Stress-focus type. 
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question, FSP. 
4. English counterpart: non-cleft. 
 
200. „To je moc zajímavý chlapík. Vyléčil jsem mu ženu. Nemohli mít děti.“ 
„A co si tady léčí on?“ (MKVc: 73) 
200a. ”Det er en meget interessant fyr. Jeg har kurrert hans kone. De kunne ikke få barn.” 
”Og hva er det han tar kur for?” (MKVn: 64) (lit. And what is it he takes treatment for?) 
200b. “And what’s his problem?” (MKVe: 56) 
 
1. Prepositional object. 
2. Focused element: context independent; cleft clause: context independent, highest 
degree of CD. Informative-presupposition type.  
3. Possible motivation: syntactic: question. 
4. English counterpart: different construction, both Norwegian and English sentences 
will probably require contrastive stress on the pronoun “han” and “his”, word order. 
 
 
 
 
